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The traditional comprehensive high school model is facing overwhelming
scrutiny as educational leaders and policy makers are deeming them ineffective. With the
steady decline of standardized test scores and overall student achievement, school district
administrators, with the assistance of the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, began the
daunting task of transforming these large comprehensive high schools into Small
Learning Communities and Small Schools. These smaller learning environments are
meant to provide a more specialized education for students that focus on specific learning
pathways.
The primary purpose of this study is to examine teacher self-efficacy, collective
efficacy, and job satisfaction of teachers in the small learning communities and small
schools in an urban, inner-city school district. The secondary purpose of this study is to
examine the relationships among teacher self-efficacy, collective efficacy, job
satisfaction, number of years in the profession, and type of transformation model. While
high school transformation is seen as a way of improving student achievement, little
research has been done to evaluate how transformation affects teachers’ sense of self and
collective efficacy, and overall job satisfaction. The research sample included teachers
from four public high schools located in an inner-city school district in the southeastern
United States. This quantitative study uses the Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale, the
Collective Efficacy Scale, and the Brayfield-Rothe Job Satisfaction Index as Modified by
Warner to measure teachers’ self-efficacy, collective efficacy, and job satisfaction in
Small Learning Communities and Small Schools.
Responses from 109 teachers in small learning communities and small schools
were used to examine teacher self-efficacy, collective efficacy, and job satisfaction and
their relationship to professional experience. An analysis of differences between the
perceptions of the teachers in the two transformational models found that teachers in
small learning communities had higher perceptions of their ability to manage their
classrooms than did teachers in small schools. A moderate, positive, statistically
significant correlation between total experience in education and job satisfaction was
found among the teachers in the small learning communities. Responses from teacher
surveys supported prior research that there is a direct relationship between self-efficacy,
collective efficacy, and joh satisfaction. Recommendations for further research included
that further study be conducted to single out characteristics of each transformation model
that teachers feel are most important so that educational leaders and policymakers can
focus directly on them to improve teacher job satisfaction in hopes of positively affecting
student outcomes
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The traditional public high school is on the chopping block. During the past two
decades, school reformers have sighed when speaking of change in secondary schools,
saying they would be the last and the hardest nutshell to crack in making significant
improvements in the education of young people (Lewis, 2004). Former Federal Reserve
Chairman Alan Greenspan (Con~imittee on Education and the Work Force, 2004)
provided historical and economic justifications for moving high schools from their
comprehensive focus toward an exclusive emphasis. The expansion of high schools with
a broad curriculum in the first half of the 20th century served the needs of the economy
well. Conant (1959) conveyed his confidence in consolidation of smaller schools into
comprehensive high schools. A high school diploma represented the training needed to
be successful in most sectors of the American economy (Committee on Education and the
Work Force, 2004).
However, today higher skills are an international commodity (Lewis, 2004).
America continues to search for reforming the delivery system in P-i 2 schools. Quickly
moving to the top of our nation’s educational agenda and commanding the attention of
the federal government, governors, urban school superintendents, philanthropists, and the
public is the idea of high school transformation (Oxley & Kassissieh, 2008). These
stakeholders have become increasingly concerned with the dropout statistics and low
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academic achievement of many of our high school students. These problems
disproportionately affect disadvantaged young people, especially those who are African
American and Hispanic and who attend urban schools and certain rural schools in the
South and Southwest (Quint, 2006).
Background of the Problem
Work toward raising student achievement and personalizing the educational
experience for high school students has led to the development of a number of
comprehensive high school reform models (Habit, 2010). The overall message of this
synthesis is that structural changes to improve personalization and instructional
improvement are the twin pillars of high school reform (Quint, 2006). High school
transformation is taking place. A nascent small school movement has turned into a
national cause because of the infusion of billions of dollars by the Bill and Melinda Gates
Foundation. Foundation funds are stimulating the break-up of large high schools into
smaller ones as well as the creation of new, smaller learning environments. More than
that, money from the Gates Foundation is putting small high schools on the agenda of
governors and state legislators, national organizations, and evaluators (Quint, 2006). The
past reform efforts by such stalwart foundation heavyweights as the Ford Foundation and
the Carnegie Corporation do not match the depth and focus of what the Gates Foundation
is accomplishing (Lewis, 2004).
High School Transformation Models
Traditional high schools are too large and impersonal to nurture teenagers
through the often tough period of adolescence. Students in large high schools report
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having few significant interactions with teachers, mentors, or counselors, in large part
because professionals see so many students daily (Shakrani, 2008). It becomes almost
impossible to build meaningful relationships that meet the individual needs of students.
These large, impersonal institutions are not succeeding in teaching many young people
what they need to know to lead meaningful lives, succeed in college, and earn a decent
living. This is disproportionately true for students from low-income neighborhoods and
historically disadvantaged minority students (Shakrani, 2008).
Standing in agreement with other proponents of high school transformation, the
National High School Alliance (2005) reported that there is no one-size-fits all model that
is effective and sustainable in all contexts. In their Call to Action, a document that
outlines their strategies for improving schools, the National High School Alliance
introduced six research and implementation-based practices that drive the transformation
of high schools: (a) personalized learning environments; (b) academic engagement of all
students; (c) empowered educators; (d) accountable leaders, (e) engaged community
youth; and (f) an integrated system of high standards, curriculum, instruction,
assessments and supports (National High School Alliance, 2005). The National High
School Alliance supports the reform initiatives launched by the U.S. Department of
Education, the National Governors’ Association, the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation,
and other policy organizations and agree with the urgency for transformation in our
public school systems. Among the most popular high school transformation models are
small schools and small learning communities/career academies.
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A small learning community consists of a group of students taught and supported
by a dedicated group of teachers and staff in a small, personalized environment that is
focused on meeting the specific and unique needs of the students (Klassen, Usher, &
Bong, 2010). Small learning communities (SLCs) as a smaller, simpler cross-disciplinary
organization of teachers and students use available resources to intensify teacher-student-
parent relationships and teacher collaboration and to focus on academic study (Oxley &
Kassissieh, 2008). It is an educational model that redesigns the traditional high school to
enhance the delivery of a curriculum that is more rigorous, relevant, and personalized for
every student. Leading a change so deeply embedded in the national consciousness
requires competent and stable leadership and complete buy in from teachers (Oxley &
Kassissieh, 2008). In a basic sense, small learning communities are rooted in ethics of
care, particularly in terms of a focus on close reciprocal relationships between students
and teachers and the personalization of the school environment (Thompson & Ongaga,
2011).
Small learning communities and faculty advisory systems can increase students’
feelings of connectedness to their teachers. Advisory systems are efforts by many
schools to personalize the school environment (Leaphart, 1991). Advisement
programming sets aside time for delivering services centered on individual students
combined with caring adults in the context of the school day (Leaphart, 1991).
Especially in interaction with one another, extended class periods, special catch-up
courses, high-quality curricula, training on these curricula, and efforts to create
professional learning communities can improve student achievement. The argument for
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small, personalized learning communities as environments that also promote equitable
gains in academic achievement is reflected in the Coalition of Essential Schools and the
Carnegie Foundation’s work, which focuses on more personalized teaching and learning.
The Annenberg Foundation’s emphasis is on reducing students’ alienation in schools and
the Child Development Project’s focus is on restructuring schools to promote caring
communities (Thompson & Ongaga, 2011). Successful implementation plans make the
case that small learning community practice does not abandon cherished values but
approaches them in a different way (Oxley & Kassissieh, 2008). Large scale can be
preserved where clear financial benefits are evident, such as in maintaining a large
building rather than separate campuses for small schools; preserving schoolwide sports
teams and extracurricular activities as a complement to small learning community
programs; and offering choice at the level of small learning community program and
classroom assignments rather than as individual course offerings (Oxley & Kassissieh,
2008).
A small school also provides the same personalized environment found in the
small learning community model (Quint, 2006). In the public school version of the small
schools movement, students may be given a choice of which small school they want to
join. Each of the smaller schools offers students a feeling of connectedness between
students who share the same or similar interests with them. Researchers at The Rural
School and Community Trust found small schools are effective in combating the negative
effects of poverty on student achievement and in narrowing the achievement gap that
separates poor students from their affluent peers (Exstrom, 2009). In many ways, the
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small schools in high schools resemble the team system of many middle schools across
the United States (Molineaux, 2009). Small schools allow students to have more
individual attention from teachers than most average high schools.
The small schools reform model promises smaller numbers of students, a more
intimate and personalized learning environment, and a cohesive vision among teachers
(Shakrani, 2008). Small schools are a vehicle for teachers, students, parents, and other
school community members to implement strategies they know will benefit the students
(Oxley & Kassissieh, 2008). Theoretically, the manageable size of a small school allows
the faculty to meet frequently to discuss the day-to-day operations of the school, as well
as to design curriculum, discuss student progress, and meet with parents and community
members. In small schools, teachers with a shared pedagogical or thematic vision choose
to work together to design the school’s educational program (Molineaux, 2009).
Teachers also work as a team to manage the school in conjunction with their lead teacher
or principal. Students (or students’ parents) choose a small school by matching their
interests or educational ideals with a school’s focus. Most small schools do not select
their students based on test scores or grades. Rather, students are usually selected based
on interest or by random lottery.
The Role of the Teacher in the High School Transformation Movement
Teacher teams in SLCs and small schools are uniquely positioned to strengthen
student skills and deepen their knowledge across different contexts and years of
schooling (Oxley & Kassissieh, 2008). What they lack is embedded, instructional
leadership with capacity to guide and support their efforts. Leaders, therefore, have to be
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able to support teachers’ development of demonstrations, provide fair assessments for
them, and create benchmarks to keep students’ progress on track. Finally, leaders need to
learn how to facilitate teachers’ adoption of instructional strategies they will share in
common to promote students’ acquisition of desired learning habits and routines (Oxley
& Kassissieh, 2008).
Statement of the Problem
For the purposes of this study, a focus was placed on a large urban public school
system in the southeast United States. The district’s transformation initiative was to
create small learning centers that prepare students with viable postsecondary options
whether students decide to enter college or the workforce. Four goals were established
for the transformation effort: (a) to reach a graduation rate of 90% within 4 years; (b)
ensure that the district’s graduates are prepared for college and postsecondary options; (c)
make the urban public school district parents’ first choice in the city for their child’s
education; and (d) to provide its student with a world-class education. To assist in those
efforts, the district’s high schools were reconfigured into two models: small schools and
small learning communities. In the small schools model, one principal serves each
autonomous school on the campus. With the small learning community model, one
principal is in charge of the school, which is comprised of smaller academies managed by
academy leaders.
The first transformed school opened its doors in the fall of 2005 and featured four
separate schools that focused on specific disciplines. Two additional small schools were
opened in 2007. The first school transformed into a small learning community was
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opened in 2008, followed by another in 2009, while the remaining three schools were
transformed into small learning communities in 2010.
All teachers who possessed the necessary credentials and certifications had an
opportunity to apply as a teacher in one of the small schools. Current teachers had an
advantage in this process because they had an opportunity to participate in or to be
updated by the Campus’ Pre-Plarming Advisory Taskforce. The taskforce consisted of
the current principal, current teachers, parents, students, business partners, community
organizations, intermediary partners, district leaders, and other key stakeholders. This
group focused on collecting data from the school and community to assess needs and
interests. Current teachers were randomly selected and assigned to small schools and
SLCs based on their area of expertise and certification and received professional
development from district and school level administrators regarding the transformation
initiative for their specific campus.
The decision regarding which schools were divided into small schools or small
learning communities was not by accident. Parent advocacy drives transformation to
SLCs, while the change to small schools generally happens in areas where there is no
strong advocacy (Ruggeiro, 2011). Trends related to high school transformation shows
that areas with higher socioeconomic statuses among parents tend to object to their
school undergoing experimental processes to increase student achievement (Molineaux,
2009). School systems then turn their attention to areas where parents are less likely to
object to transformation efforts because of low socioeconomic and education levels
(Ruggeiro, 2011). The school district in which the research will take place now consists
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of 10 high schools, four of which have been converted into small schools, five have
transformed into smaller learning communities, and one is an open campus.
Literature on what school districts need to know and do to support high school
redesign is growing rapidly. Just a few years ago, the soundest generalization one could
make about district support was that district staffs simply lacked knowledge of how to
provide it (Oxley & Kassissieh, 2008). The concept of instructional program coherence
offers a promising framework for clearing away the barriers and directing more support
to high school reorganization. The need is for alignment of district school improvement
goals, reform initiatives, offices, and programs with the goal of generating support for
teacher collaboration on shared goals and strategies in each small learning community
and small school (Oxley & Kassissieh, 2008).
An expanding knowledge base and developing leadership hold promise for high
school reform. Increasingly, it is clear that knowledge and leadership-building needs are
greatest at the district level. School staff resistance to reform may prove to be largely an
artifact of the failure of district staffs to recognize the implications of school-level
reforms for changes in their own manner of functioning (Oxley & Kassissieh, 2008).
Purpose of the Study
The primary purpose of this study is to examine teacher self-efficacy, collective
efficacy, and job satisfaction of teachers in the small learning communities and small
schools in an urban, inner-city school district. The secondary purpose of this study is to
examine the relationships among teacher self-efficacy, collective efficacy, job
satisfaction, number of years in the profession, and type of transformation model. While
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high school transformation is seen as a way of improving student achievement, little
research has been done to evaluate how transformation affects teachers’ sense of self and
collective efficacy, and overall job satisfaction.
Researchers in recent years have shown that teachers’ self-efficacy is related to a
host of positive factors in the classroom, job satisfaction, and career longevity (Kiassen et
al., 2010). To date, few studies have examined the relationships among teacher self-
efficacy, teacher collective efficacy, and job satisfaction in small learning communities
and small schools. This knowledge will provide school leaders with a foundation for
assessing district and school procedures and policies to facilitate support of teachers
within small learning communities and small schools and to address their concerns.
Research Questions
RQ 1: What are SLC and small schools teachers’ perceptions of their self-
efficacy?
RQ2: What are SLC and small schools teachers’ perceptions of their collective
efficacy?
RQ3: What are SLC and small schools teachers’ perceptions of their job
satisfaction?
RQ4: Are there differences in teachers’ perceptions of their self-efficacy
between those who teach in the SLCs and those who teach in small
schools?
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RQ5: Are there differences in teachers’ perceptions of their collective efficacy
between those who teach in the SLCs and those who teach in small
schools?
RQ6: Are there differences in teachers’ perceptions of their joh satisfaction
between those who teach in the SLCs and those who teach in small
schools?
RQ7: Are there relationships among years of professional experience, teachers’
perceptions of self-efficacy, collective efficacy, and joh satisfaction in
SLC and small schools in an urban school district?
Significance of the Study
Educational leaders and policy makers can use findings from this study as an
assessment used to determine levels of teacher self-efficacy, collective efficacy, and j oh
satisfaction as they relate to small learning communities and small schools. With this
evaluation in hand, these school administrators can examine the data to create plans that
seek to positively affect teacher self-efficacy, collective efficacy, and job satisfaction in
these transformation models. Findings from this study will provide policymakers with an
assessment of the components of these transformation models that teachers find more
satisfying. With educational reform being a constant focus for school systems
worldwide, the findings of this study will provide a framework for educational leaders
both nationally and internationally to assist in their efforts to raise teacher efficacy and
job satisfaction. Future researchers of small learning communities and small schools can
use this study as a guide to examine other variables related to small learning communities
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and small schools that may lead to further improvements in implementing and
managing these models.
Definition of Terms
Small learning community (SLC): Also referred to as a school-within-a-school,
a SLC is a form of school structure that is increasingly common in secondary schools to
subdivide large school populations into smaller, autonomous groups of students and
teachers. The primary purpose of restructuring secondary schools into SLCs is to create a
more personalized learning environment to meet the needs of students better. Each
community often shares the same teachers and student members from grade to grade.
Teachers in these units usually have common planning time to allow them to develop
interdisciplinary projects and keep up with the progress of their shared students (Oxley &
Luers, 2010).
Small schools movement: Also known as the small schools initiative in the
United States, the small schools movement holds that many high schools are too large
and should be reorganized into smaller, autonomous schools of no more than 400
students, and optimally under 200. Many private schools of fewer than 200 share design
features that draw upon the benefits of organizations of less than 200 people. In the
public school version, students may be given a choice of which small school they want to
join. Each of the smaller schools offers students a feeling of connectedness between
students who share the same or similar interests with them. In many ways, the small
schools in high schools resemble the team system of many middle schools across the
United States. Small schools allow students to have more individual attention from
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teachers than most average high schools. Many small schools are created by reforming
a failed large school into several small ones in the same building; while some districts
have decided to build separate buildings to house each small school. In many districts,
each small school operates with its own principal and administrative staff (Oxley &
Luers, 2010).
Teachers’ collective efficacy: These are beliefs that reflect teachers’
perceptions of group-level attributes; their judgments of the capabilities of the staff or
school to which they belong. Research has shown that teacher collective efficacy is
related to academic achievement and academic climate, even after controlling for prior
student achievement and demographic characteristics (Klassen, 2010).
Teacher job satisfaction: Job satisfaction is the perception of the fulfillment
derived from day-to-day work activities. Research suggests that job satisfaction is
important because it influences teachers’ performance, commitment, absenteeism,
physical and mental health, and overall well-being (Klassen & Anderson, 2009).
Teacher self-efficacy: Self-efficacy is teachers’ belief in their own capability to
organize and execute courses of action required to accomplish successfully a specific
teaching task in a particular context (Blackburn & Robinson, 2008).
Summary
Over the last decade, millions of dollars have been allocated to transforming
many of our large urban, public high schools into small learning communities and small
schools. As the focus moves away from a comprehensive education to instruction
divided by career/professional interests, stakeholders are beginning to feel the effects of
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this change. With the belief that a smaller number of students and a career-focused
school would increase student achievement, the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation,
along with other corporate powerhouses, have dedicated their finances and talents to
creating environments that cater to a select group of students with the hope that more
personalized and individual instruction will close the achievement gap.
Teachers are faced with yet another challenge in accepting a vision that
transformation is the best option for students. With the promise of common planning
periods with interdisciplinary team members in their small school and SLC, teachers are
now in a place where collaboration is encouraged and time during the school day is
provided to do so. The purpose of this study is to examine just how this transformation
has affected teachers in three areas: teacher self-efficacy, teacher collective efficacy, and
teacher job satisfaction.
CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
High school transformation is at the forefront of a national discussion. Teacher
perceptions of converting large high schools into smaller, more intimate, settings vary.
Researchers define school conversion as actively restructuring the design, governance,
and daily operations of a large comprehensive high school into a group of small, self-
sufficient schools that offer themed curriculums. These small schools operate on the
same site and employ many of the same administrative and teaching staff as the original
comprehensive high school (Shakrani, 2008).
Current studies suggest that students who attend small public high schools
perform better academically, feel more secure, have higher attendance rates, experience
fewer behavioral issues, and actively participate in more extracurricular activities. These
studies also show that the students who come from financially disadvantaged homes
generally benefit most from the environment that the small school creates (Shakrani,
2008). Many of these students attend low-achieving high schools in large urban areas
where attendance and graduation rates are low. Conversely, students who hail from more
affluent communities in the United States tend to come to school ready and prepared to
learn. In these areas, the large comprehensive model tends to do well and there is little
motivation to transform them into small schools (Shakrani, 2008). However, in areas of
low socioeconomic status, large schools face paralyzing issues with discipline, dropouts,
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and low student achievement (Shakrani, 2008). The growing body of literature on this
subject supports the idea that small high schools offer a plethora of benefits for
financially disadvantaged urban school districts that have, in the past, operated large low-
achieving high schools that serve a large number of minority students from low-income
families. In particular, students in these schools benefit from positive, encouraging
relationships with teachers who support them on an academic and personal level
(Shakrani, 2008).
In order to achieve the core objective of smaller schools and their more
personalized learning opportunities, teachers must teach differently (Shakrani, 2008).
The small schools model provides students with an environment that encourages active
learning in real-world contexts because teachers here tend to know how to assist students
in engaging in higher-order thinking skills and more authentic problem-solving tasks.
Relevance in the classroom gives teachers the autonomy and flexibility to create lessons
that teach important subject matter in various ways that meet the needs of students with
different learning styles (Shakrani, 2008). Shakrani reported that, “Teaching and learning
must be organized and supported in new small high schools that have leadership,
professional development, facilities and resources, empowerment, and time needed to
teach well in this context” (p. 4).
It is important to understand that the great majority of the transformed schools
being studied were formed from large urban comprehensive high schools that were no
longer meeting yearly academic requirements set by No Child Left Behind. The
administrators and teachers in these transformed schools came mainly from the
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underperforming comprehensive high schools and many of the students were drawn
from a list of students who had poor scores on standardized basic skills tests given in the
ninth grade (Shakrani, 2008).
The Effectiveness of High School Transformation Models
Downsizing schools and creating small schools and small learning communities
has been a highly favored method of school reform (Thompson & Ongaga, 2011). With
an unprecedented number of comprehensive high schools failing to meet the targets of
the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) initiative, failure on standardized tests, and spiraling
graduation rates, America’s education foundations and corporations saw the need to
create a reform model that would inevitably increase student achievement. More
importantly, a reform model was needed to close the achievement gap in our urban
school systems that often boast underrepresented populations (Thompson & Ongaga,
2011). Proponents of this method of school reform feel that that the smaller, more
autonomous model will accomplish a number of things:
1. Change teaching and administrative practice to ensure all students graduate
ready to go to college and work.
2. Increase leadership capacity in teachers and administrators to support new
instructional and administrative practices.
3. Build a collaborative adult culture with high expectations for all students.
4. Change structures to support personalization and collaboration.
5. Align systems to support retaining students and graduating them ready to go to
college and work.
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6. Increase the number of students graduating from high school.
7. Build a stronger student-teacher relationship so students’ individual learning
styles can be analyzed.
A growing body of research suggests that small schools create a more equitable
access to academically rigorous courses and more equitable gains in achievement
(Thompson & Ongaga, 2011). Literature on small schools begins with the large-scale
quantitative studies of the late 1 980s and early 1 990s that emphatically established that
small schools are more effective and productive than smaller ones. These studies,
involving large numbers of districts, schools, and students confirmed that pupils tend to
learn and understand more in small schools (Lee & Smith, 1995). Students make more
rapid and consistent progress toward graduating (McMullan, Sipe, & Wolf, 1994).
Students seem to be more satisfied with the small school environment and fewer of them
drop out than from large comprehensive high schools (Pittman & Haughwout, 1987).
Because discipline issues decrease in smaller schools, administrators and teachers see
fewer occurrences of both minor and major infractions (Stockard & Mayberry, 1992).
Lee and Smith reported that, “All of this is particularly true for disadvantaged students,
who perform far differently in small schools and appear more dependent upon them for
success than do more fortunate youngsters” (p. 251). Both students and teachers report
being more satisfied with their educational experience in the small school environment
(Shakrani, 2008).
Many quantitative studies have created impressive arguments for smallness.
Moreover, a number of reputable researchers have produced literature reviews that
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synthesize and report findings that express the advantages of small schools (e.g.,
Cotton, 1996; Gladden, 1998). These studies are based on previous studies that show that
it is indeed rare to find empirical research that supports the justification for a large high
school. While there are a few studies that cite the positive benefits of large
comprehensive high schools for some students (e.g., Friedkin & Nocochea, 1998;
Howley, 1994) these benefits are found to be of far less impact than are the disadvantages
of these schools for many others (Gladden, 1998).
One of the first school districts to adopt the small schools reform model was the
Boston Public School System. Tung, Uriarte, Diez, Gagnon, and Stazesky (2011)
compiled a comprehensive report on student achievement in the Boston public school
system in 2001 and 2003. While the 2003 report builds from the previous 2001 report, it
continued to expand on ways the Boston Pilot Schools were taking shape and the
outcomes of students as compared to their counterparts at Boston Public Schools. The
2003 report examined student demographics, engagement, and performance in the 10
schools that have been in operation for more than 1 year. The report’s primary finding
was that while the Boston Pilot Schools served a student population that is generally
representative of Boston Public Schools, the Pilot Schools’ performance on indicators of
student engagement and performance was very high and remained consistent over time.
Based on standardized test scores, Pilot School students scored at or above the district
average in all subjects. Pilot schools also had low rates of grade retention, high rates of
graduation, and sent significantly more of their students on to postgraduate education.
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For over a decade small learning communities and small schools have been
used as educational landscapes to cure the overwhelming failure of the comprehensive
high school model where students often drop out and those who graduate are unprepared
for postsecondary colleges and careers (Oxley & Luers, 2010). Unfortunately,
transformation efforts have received less than favorable evaluations showing slow
implementation and limited impacts (Oxley & Luers, 2010). Administrators and teachers
are left to ponder whether this model of high school transformation should be halted and
other considerations be made to meet the needs of students. Evidence from and
experience of the Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory, attained from consulting
with more than 1,200 secondary schools and districts across the United States during the
past 6 years, suggests three reasons why this reform model should continue (Oxley &
Luers, 2010). First, much of the research completed in this area suggests that SLC and
small school reform has been useftil, if not, sufficient. Further instructional
improvements are needed. Second, continuing with this model will allow staff members
to learn and build on achievements, including stakeholders’ ownership of reforms.
Finally, by continuing this model, districts can efficiently use their resources at a time
when such resources are severely scarce.
Viewed concurrently, research and experience suggest that improving secondary
schools has less to do with identif~’ing a better reform than implementing the current
model fully and faithfully (Oxley & Luers, 2010). The six lessons that follow, according
to Oxley and Luers, identify key issues for implementing SLCs and small schools more
effectively. The first three lessons point out the critical need to put a coherent vision of
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quality instruction at the forefront of any high school restructuring process. The last
three lessons identify the supports needed to form effective and sustained implementation
of reforms:
1. A strong vision of improved instruction needs to drive high school
reorganization.
2. A strong vision of improved instruction capitalizes on small scale.
3. A vision that capitalizes on small scale focuses on strengthening the
instructional core.
4. Substantial changes in resource allocation are required to strengthen the
instructional core.
5. Swift implementation of SLC and small school structures allows staff to take
up the work strengthening the instructional core more quickly and effectively.
6. Full and sustained implementation of reforms requires district stewardship.
Several strategies that directly affect teachers will support and sustain the
implementation of SLC and small school models (Oxley & Luers, 2010). Oxley and
Luers suggested six strategies to assist classroom teachers in their effort to maximize the
potential of the high school transformation process:
1. Use existing resources to assist teachers in improving the instructional core.
2. Allow teachers to provide individualize attention to students while catering to
their various learning styles by providing lower class sizes, especially in the
ninth grade.
3. Reduce teacher class loads.
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4. Increase instructional time.
5. Increase teacher quality by moving experienced staff to ninth and tenth grades.
6. Assign teachers on special assignment to the core.
The work is ambitious, but may well be self-sustaining. When teachers
collaborate on instructional strategies, they voice how powerful it feels to pull together
toward the same end. Research supports that where teachers succeed in creating
instructional program coherence, students show gains in achievement (Oxley &
Kassissieh, 2008).
Lee, Ozgun-Koca, and Cristol (2011) analyzed the effectiveness of the SLC and
small school concepts from an outcome perspective in urban high schools in Ohio. The
study addressed the initiative’s effect on graduation rates, attendance, performance index
scores, and dropout rates. Data were collected from more than 230 Ohio schools.
Between 30 and 35 schools were identified as SLCs and small schools, and
approximately 200 schools were identified as similar to small schools by the Ohio
Department of Education (Lee et al., 2011).
Concerning graduation rates, the study concluded that a steady yearly difference
in graduation rates was not observed in SLCs and small schools, but was found in similar
schools (Lee et al., 2011). Similar schools had higher graduation rates than in SLCs and
small schools. According to descriptive statistics for attendance rates, there was little
statistically significant difference between small schools and similar schools, with similar
schools having slightly higher attendance rates (Lee et al., 2011). Although the
performance index of SLCs and small schools gradually increased by year, there was a
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statistically significant difference between small schools and similar schools in
performance index scores by year, with similar schools performing better (Lee et al.,
2011). The study did show some progress in decreasing the dropout rate in SLCs and
small schools, but was inconclusive because of extenuating factors that affect research
pertaining to the dropout rate. These factors include such things as students who
move/transfer schools, those students who are retained and graduate a year later than
expected, and those students who are expelled in the course of a year.
The study concluded that SLC and small school transformation alone is not the
answer to improving the overall quality of education provided by our public schools.
Restructuring schools must be coupled with a sense of community to make this model
work. Too often, staff failed to make the adjustments necessary to schedule
interdisciplinary teams with classes of students comprised only of the students in their
small learning community or with common planning periods crucial to their ability to
plan collaboratively (Oxley & Kassissieh, 2008). Learning must be made a relevant
hands-on endeavor by supporting teachers to become more caring, increasing
professional development to keep teachers abreast of the latest trends in their content
areas, helping administrators become more effective leaders, and increasing parental
involvement. In addition, it has been proposed to extend the school day and year for
students who need and wish additional instruction (Lee et al., 2011).
The work of restructuring an existing school requires attention to its existing
culture and context, intentional communication, and consensus building among all
stakeholders in each area that will undergo a shift (Oxley & Kassissieh, 2008). A small
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school community creates the conditions for teachers to use different, more innovative
ways with students to effect curricular and instructional improvements. There is an
increased need for teacher teams to operate free from school practices and structures that
prevent them from responding effectively to what they have learned their students need
(Oxley & Kassissieh, 2008).
Abbott, Joireman, and Stroh (2002) addressed what small schools actually are.
When considering small schools, it is important to define exactly what small is. The
report from Abbott et a!. removed that question and considered how student achievement
changes across the full spectrum of schools, from smaller to larger. Seven states were
examined and the conclusions varied from state to state, but the general pattern of
findings was consistent. Abbott et al. found that school size has a direct impact on
student achievement, depending largely on poverty levels. However, the district size can
also play a factor. The study found that in some states, the relationship between district
size and student achievement was as strong, or stronger, than the relationship between
school size and student achievement (Abbot et a!., 2002).
Thompson and Ongaga (2011) reported on research that shows small learning
communities provide favorable working environments with greater opportunities for
teacher collaboration and innovation and lower student dropout rates. Perhaps one of the
most discussed small school models is the Early College High School Initiative (ECHSI),
which inspired the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation to commit significant resources
and innovation research efforts to investigate structure and strategies that increase student
achievement and teacher quality (Table 1).
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Table 1
Key Characteristics ofthe ECHSI 3R Framework
Rigor Relevance Relationships
Challenging instruction, Variety of learning opportunities, Strong, supportive teacher-
rigorous coursework, and high such as community service student and peer relationships
expectations for all students learning, in-depth projects,
personalized learning
opportunities
Early focused academic Opportunities to take college Professional and resources!
intervention for low-performing courses and participate in college services-based relationships
students services and activities between ECHS and college!
university partner
Meaningful opportunities for
linking curriculum to personal
experiences and future work
world
The ECHSI is built upon a framework of rigor, relevance, and relationships. This
framework is characterized by personalization, respect and responsibility, high
expectations, performance-based decision making, use of technology, common focus, and
time to collaborate (Thompson & Ongaga, 2011).
The ECHSI focus is to serve student populations that are often unrepresented in
colleges and universities (i.e., racial and ethnic minorities, low-income students, first
generation college students, and English language learners) by offering a rigorous
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curriculum and opportunities to earn college credit as part of their high school
education. Several studies have demonstrated that small, more intimate schools founded
on a close, supportive, and respectful school environment are a strong precursor to
student success and strong professional communities (Thompson & Ongaga, 2011).
Their attributes make early colleges places that combine rigor in the academic program of
every student (not just those in an honors or gifted track) with relevance that can inspire
students both academically and personally (Thompson & Ongaga, 2011).
Thompson and Ongaga (2011) conducted a case study at Hudson Early College
High School (HECHS) to understand better student and teacher perspectives on how an
ethic of care supports and constrains teaching and learning in an early college high
school. Like many high schools in the United States, the racial demographics of the
faculty and staff at HECHS were not reflective of the student body. Two main themes
emerged from the data—caring relationships and teacher restraints.
Thompson and Ongaga’s (2011) findings overwhelmingly supported the overall
goals of the small school model. The theme caring relationships included two types of
relationships: (a) those based on trust, competence, and growth are embodied in the
affihiative, and (b) intellectual relationships between teachers and student and peer
relationships and relationships based on continuity and support, such as those between
the school and its university partner. Students were interviewed via focus groups and the
overwhelming theme found was that they felt that looping allows students and teachers to
get to know each other. They commented that teachers have an opportunity to become
familiar with their individual personalities and learning styles. Students indicated that
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teachers required them to participate actively in class thereby ensuring that even shy
students are noticed, connected, and cared for (Thompson & Ongaga, 2011).
Thompson and Ongaga (2011) also showed an increase in the use of technology
in educating students. Academic and personal relationships between teachers and
students occurred beyond the confines of the classroom using social networking sites
such as Facebook. Teachers used these sites to check in with students, offer support, and
clarify class readings and assignments. Students used the social networking tools to work
on group projects, complete homework, and share information about their service
learning experiences in their communities (Thompson & Ongaga, 2011). Study findings
also showed that HECHS created a culture that supports positive peer relationships
among its student population. The early college small school model, in this case,
promoted a safe learning environment, appropriate behavior, and a sense of belonging
where students support and push each other toward high academic achievement.
However, other research has shown that although smaller schools appear effective
at creating more personalized environments for teaching and learning, instructional
reforms have lagged behind the structural and cultural changes (American Institutes for
Research & SRI International, 2005; Bomotti & Dugan, 2005; Cotton, 2001; Quint,
2006). Findings suggest that there have been benefits as seen in measures of school
culture, but few corresponding changes in instruction (Ravitz, 2010). Ravitz explored the
status of small school reform in U.S. high schools and contemplated its future. Ravitz
asked how cultural and instructional reforms differ across school reform types. Analyses
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focused on indicators of teacher and student culture as well as instructional reforms
including project-based learning and other inquiry-related practices.
Participants in the study taught in large traditionally comprehensive high schools,
in schools that had been transformed into small learning communities, and in newly
formed small schools (Ravitz, 2010). Some of the small schools created were based on
instructional reform models, and others were not. Teachers who taught in schools with
reformed instructional models reported a large number of cultural and instructional
reforms, followed by teachers in other small schools. Instructional reform was
particularly stronger among reform models than in transformed schools, and teacher
culture was reformed much more often than student culture and instruction. These
findings bring to the forefront how widely conditions and practices have spread
throughout the small schools movement, and suggest that these practices and conditions
continue to flourish in schools that support a holistic approach to reform (Ravitz, 2010).
Wainer and Zwerling (2006) argued that much of the statistical data that supports
the claim that smaller schools increase student achievement are flawed. They concluded
that the small schools movement seems to have arrived at one of its recommendations
thought the examination of only one tail of the performance distribution. After
examining test scores in the Pennsylvania System of School Assessment, they found that
small schools are overrepresented at both tails. The examination of fifth-grade
performance suggests that school size alone seems to have no bearing on student
achievement, which is not true at the high school level, where larger schools show better
performance (Wainer & Zwerling, 2006). Unlike those who support high school
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transformation, students involved in this study complained there was only one teacher
per subject in small schools and many of these teachers ended up teaching in content
areas in which they were not strong.
Thompson (2005) reported that the Gates Foundation was moving away from its
emphasis on converting larger high schools into smaller ones, and would start providing
grants to school districts with a record of academic improvement and effective
leadership. The foundation leaders concluded that it was more important to improve
classroom instruction and mobilize resources to entire school districts than to spend time
simply breaking down their sizes. The Schargel Consulting Group (2009) reported that
Bill Gates said:
In the first four years of our work with new, small schools, most of the schools
had achievement scores below district averages on reading and math assessments.
In one set of schools we supported, graduation rates were no better than the
statewide average, and reading and math scores were consistently below the
average. The percentage of students attending college the year after graduating
high school was up only 2.5 percentage points after five years. Simply breaking
up existing schools into smaller units often did not generate the gains we were
hoping for. (p. 1)
Other literature suggests that the small school model misses the mark in reforming the
delivery of instruction, and because the faculties are so small they are unable to provide
wide enough range of courses to meet the needs of their students.
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Opponents of high school transformation argue that school districts focus too
much time and energy on restructuring larger schools into smaller schools, but not
enough time on the professional development and planning that will lead to changes in
instructional practices (Thompson, 2005). If teachers prepare and deliver instruction in
the same ways they did in the larger comprehensive model, students will continue to fall
victim to a one-size-fits-all curriculum (Thompson, 2005). The Center for New York
City Affairs (2012) reported problems with teacher retention in small schools within the
New York City Schools System. The Center for New York City Affairs reported that
while teacher turnover was consistently high in the city and across the nation, turnover in
the new small schools model increased in the school system as a whole. After analyzing
data concerning this issue, The Center for New York City Affairs found that 20% of the
educators in 86 small public high schools that opened between 2002 and 2004 resigned or
transferred to other schools during the 2006—2007 school year, compared to 15% in the
177 more established high schools. Not only do the new small schools have higher
turnover, they also tend to have less experienced teachers than the more established
schools. The Center’s analysis found 36% of teachers at the new small schools had less
than 3 years’ experience, compared to 13% at the more established high schools.
Teacher Efficacy, Collective Efficacy, and Job Satisfaction
While school reorganization is at the forefront of much research, little attention
has been paid to how these transformations affect teachers. Teacher recruitment and
retention have been identified as a key problem that needs to be solved (Exstrom, 2009).
Research shows that a high-quality program improves the quality of teaching and
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retention rates among teachers in their first few years (Exstrom, 2009). A teacher’s
story generally falls between two extremes: emphasizing the rich benefits of community-
centered faculty life and bemoaning the difficulties of an isolative faculty culture (Bieler,
2012).
Research suggests that teachers be given adequate common planning time to
exchange instructional materials, resources, and ideas with their interdisciplinary teams.
This would mean that teachers could focus more time on their pedagogy and reflection
and less on reinventing the wheel (Bieler, 2012). To help foster a more supportive
environment, administrators of SLCs and small schools should encourage teachers to
open their doors to informal, nonevaluative observations by their peers. By watching
their colleagues, teachers will be able to validate their own teaching practices, thereby
generating a sense of confidence that is often hard to come by when teachers are left to
their own devices to survive (Bieler, 2012). The SLC and small school models provide
these teachers with an opportunity to observe other teachers within their academy who
may be more successful than they are in the areas of curriculum delivery and classroom
management (Bieler, 2012).
Teachers’ Perceptions of Collective Efficacy
Studies have revealed there is a close relationship between job satisfaction and
efficiency in work (Ayan & Kocacik, 2010). Teacher collective efficacy beliefs reflect
teachers’ perceptions of group-level attributes; that is, judgments of the capabilities of the
staff or school to which they belong (Kiassen, 2010). Research has shown that teacher
collective efficacy is related to student achievement and academic climate, even after
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controlling for prior student achievement and demographic characteristics, such as
socioeconomic status (Klassen, 2010). This applies also to teachers who undertake
important functions in the basic institutions of the social structure to educational
institutions in preparing students in various age groups. During the training and
education process, efficacy and efficiency of teachers who undertake important
responsibilities depend on the quality of the characteristics required by their profession
(Ayan & Kocacik, 2010).
Teachers’ Job Satisfaction
Teachers’ job satisfaction, or the perceptions of the fulfillment derived from day-
to-day work activities is important because it influences teachers’ performance,
commitment, absenteeism, physical and mental health, and overall well-being (Klassen,
2010). Job satisfaction is a decisive element that influences teacher attributes and
performance and suggested that self- and collective efficacy both contribute to teachers’
job satisfaction (Klassen, 2010). Researchers stated in many studies on teacher
competence that many factors act together for an efficient process of teaching. A series
of factors like the organizational structure, management, culture, educational qualities,
resources, tasks and duties of the school, size and composition of the class, talents of
students, climate of the class, and relationships between students and the teacher can be
listed among these (Ayan & Kocacik, 2010). These studies have shown that all these
factors are important in the development of an effective teaching process and in ensuring
the teachers’ satisfaction. Likewise, teachers become the individuals with key roles in an
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effective teaching process, and efficacy of the teacher depends on the satisfaction of
the teacher with all these factors (Ayan & Kocacik, 2010).
Exstrom (2009) focused on the studies conducted by U.S. states to explore
reasons behind high teacher turnover and to help draft policies. Research focusing on
reasons why teachers resign from the profession is assisting legislators in creating better
policies to encourage them to stay. While many disgruntled employees often seek new
opportunities, teachers raise a red flag, in particular because new and veteran educators
are resigning in record numbers, and other, more experienced teachers will be retiring
soon (Exstrom, 2009). Ingersoll (2001) reported that about one third of new teachers
leave the classroom within the first 3 years, and as many as half leave after just 5 years.
Relationship Between Self-Efficacy, Collective Efficacy, and
Job Satisfaction
The National Commission on Teaching and America’s Future (2008) predicted
that as many as 50% of teachers will retire over the upcoming decades. Ingersoll (2001)
found several factors for dissatisfied teachers: (a) too little preparation time, (b) heavy
teaching load, (c) poor salary and benefits, and (d) a lack of say in factors that affect
teaching and student achievement. In other words, teachers can create an efficient
environment of teaching and learning and be efficient and useful to the degree that they
are satisfied with their jobs (Ayan & Kocacik, 2010). Educators have consistently
indicated they need (a) supportive school leadership, (b) engaged community and parents,
(c) a safe environment, (d) sufficient facilities, (e) enough time to plan and collaborate,
(f) high-quality professional development, (g) an atmosphere of trust and respect, (h)
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effective school improvement teams, and (i) appropriate assignments and workload
(Exstrom, 2009). Research supports that when these needs are met, teacher turnover
decreases and student achievement increases at high levels, and when these needs are
neglected, teachers resign at a higher rate and students’ test scores decrease.
Reyes, Alexander, and Diem (2008) focused on the positive and negative aspects
of SLC implementation as it related to trust at Roosevelt High School in Texas. In places
where trust for principals was high, teachers and staff commented on how the principal
helped to establish a school culture where teachers are respected and professionalism is
embraced (Reyes et al., 2008). Adversely, many teachers shared feelings of distrust for
their principal when they believed that their input was limited in the decision-making
process, particularly in the areas of curriculum and instruction. While it is the goal of any
school administration to play a primary role in setting an overall level of trust in a school,
it is the behaviors of teachers that have a more direct impact on students’ learning (Reyes
et al., 2008).
The affect teachers can have on the effectiveness of school reform models
depends heavily on whether they trust one another. Trust among faculty members
depends on several factors, including level of involvement in decision making, authentic
relationships, and a collegial atmosphere (Reyes et al., 2008). School leaders should set
the pace in their buildings by devoting intellectual energy, time, and space to building a
professional community. Heightening teachers’ awareness of the benefits of functioning
as a community makes a difference in how teachers choose to spend their time (Bieler,
2012).
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One of the focuses implemented by the SLC and small schools transformation
is scheduled common planning for faculty. During this time, teachers hold
interdisciplinary discussions as they relate to curriculum, instructions, attendance, and
discipline within their respective SLC and small school. This aids in teachers’ deep
admiration for strong faculty communities and a desire to spend more time in community
with fellow teachers (Bieler, 2012). Teachers are likely to adapt their teaching practices
successfully to meet the challenging expectations of educational policies when they have
the chance to participate in open discussions with their colleagues (Reyes et al., 2008).
The positive collaboration supported by this reform model can lead to a feeling of
professional community in schools.
When leaders set aside regular common planning time for faculty members to
collaborate, such as through the small learning community model, teachers often feel
much more efficient and autonomous in their use of time. Small learning communities
not only make teachers’ meaning-making a school priority, but they also create a school
culture that values learning; both these effects enhance teachers’ pedagogy and students’
education (Vescio, Ross, & Adams, 2008). Community building can also occur outside
school hours during summer faculty picnics, meetings at coffee shops, or potlucks. Such
events can be particularly meaningful to faculty who may feel more comfortable asking
questions or collaborating with peers whom they have come to know through the SLC
and small school model, and outside the time constraints of the daily schedule (Bieler,
2012). These ideas indicate school success and educator satisfaction cannot always be
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measured by counting computers, class sizes, calendar days, and salaries. It is more
about the quality of the work environment (Exstrom, 2009).
Reformers at the Roosevelt High School in Texas quickly found that reform
implementation is a challenging process. When the five academies were implemented in
2003, many upper-grade teachers openly resisted (Reyes et a!., 2008). Many of the
resistors believed that the multiple-age design was ill conceived while others felt that the
academy structure would never actually be implemented. New faculty to Roosevelt
lacked the knowledge of the campus’s reform history and intent and often lacked critical
skills needed for effective facilitation and meeting management. As a result, faculty
communication, trust, and engagement decreased and teacher turnover increased (Reyes
et al., 2008).
The research showed repeatedly the importance of teacher buy in and that this one
factor could make or break the success of SLCs and small schools in a school (Ruggeiro,
2011). In fact, schools in other districts have failed because of this very issue. Many
transformation efforts have strong resistance among the staff and have trouble getting the
SLC and small school programs off the ground and stakeholders end up walking away
from it completely. Because this component is vital to the success of a school’s
implementation program, Ruggeiro suggested future research to examine the faculty’s
attitude toward this reform model. Not only is it important to properly staff the school, it
is also imperative that schools provide teaching conditions that allow educators to do
their best work. Supportive teaching conditions, where teachers are supported, included,
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and empowered are integral in creating learning environments where teachers enjoy
working and students excel academically and socially (Exstrom, 2009).
Despite the challenge of having four different principals in a 5-year span and an
increased turnover rate, teachers at Roosevelt remained heavily committed to the SLC
structure (Reyes et al., 2008). When their fourth principal proposed adopting a new
model, teachers proposed strengthening the current career-based academy structure.
Their plan included business partnerships, incorporating academy themes into core
classes, and committing to a consistent master schedule that would keep academies pure
(i.e., allow students and teachers to remain together by academy). Despite a tumultuous
implementation phase, results show that Roosevelt’s SLCs work.
Teacher job satisfaction can also be positively or negatively influenced by the
amount of hours they work per day or per week. Teacher work patterns differ from those
of many other professionals. In addition to teaching, they grade assignments, develop
lesson plans, and perform other tasks in which they have some flexibility in determining
when and there they work. Krantz-Kent (2008) conducted a study on teacher work
patterns in relation to age, places work is performed, comparison to other professions,
and days of the week work is completed. Data were collected from the American Time
Use Survey:
1. Teachers aged 50 and older who were employed full-time worked more hours
per week than teachers who were younger.
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2. Teachers in their 30s worked less than teachers did in their 40s and 50s, but
there was no statistically significant difference between the number of weekly
hours of teachers in their 3 Os and that of teachers in their 2Os.
3. Thirty percent of teachers worked at home on an average day compared with
20% of other full-time professionals. Teachers and other professionals were
equally likely to work at their workplace on an average day.
4. On an average day, teachers were more likely to work at more than one
location such as at their workplace and at home than were other full-time
professionals.
5. Teachers were more likely to work on a Sunday than were other full-time
professionals. Fifty-one percent of teachers worked on an average Sunday,
compared with 30% of other full-time professionals.
6. Teachers were more likely than other full-time professionals were to hold more
than one job simultaneously. Seventeen percent of teachers and 12% of other
professionals were multiple jobholders.
Ayan and Kocacik (2010) established a relationship between the level ofjob
satisfaction and teachers’ individual personality types and evaluated the differences in the
levels ofjob satisfaction in accordance with personality features. The study covered 482
teachers from 25 state high schools. Ayan and Kocacik found that the teachers’ job
satisfaction showed significant differences in terms of characteristics of liking
competence, being ambitious in the social area and occupation, getting angry easily, and
hiding their feelings. The four levels of personality and their hierarchy were identified as
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level of response, level of accustomed behaviors, level of characteristics, and level of
type. The study also found that teachers with extrovert, balanced, and determined
personality characteristics were more likely to accept new ideas and creative, analytical,
logical and intuitively thinking teachers with strong imaginations were more accepting of
various strategies and technology as compared to sentimental teachers with realistic and
social qualities (Ayan & Kocacik, 2010). Ayan and Kocacik concluded that although
personality characteristics of teachers are determining factors for an efficient training and
educational process, they are not sufficient to explain the teachers’ job satisfaction.
Perrachione, Rosser, and Peterson (2008) identified intrinsic and extrinsic
variables that influence teacher job satisfaction and retention. More than 200 randomly
selected Missouri public elementary school educators in kindergarten through fifth grade
completed surveys. The results from this survey recognized three intrinsic motivators
(job satisfaction, individual teacher efficacy, and working with pupils) as influential
factors that motivate satisfaction and teacher retention significantly, while two extrinsic
motivators (low salary and role overload) did not have any effect (Perrachione et al.,
2008). Perrachione et a!. also found that educators who deemed their teaching experience
as satisfying at their schools or found the profession as a whole to be satisfying were
more likely to remain in the teaching profession. There was no relationship found
between satisfaction with the job of teaching, which suggests that teacher retention was
determined by teacher satisfaction with the profession and not with daily work-related
duties.
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Kiassen and Anderson (2009) explored job satisfaction and the sources ofjob
dissatisfaction for 210 secondary teachers in southwest England and compared their
results with the results of a similar study published in 1962. The study asked the teachers
to rate their level ofj oh satisfaction and to rate 16 sources ofj oh dissatisfaction that were
adapted from the 1962 study. Teachers in 2007 rated their joh satisfaction significantly
lower and ordered the sources ofjob dissatisfaction significantly differently than did
teachers in 1962 (Klassen & Anderson, 2009). Teachers in 1962 were more concerned
with external sources ofj oh satisfaction that included salary, condition of buildings and
equipment, and poor human relations; whereas, teachers in 2007 expressed the most
concern about factors relating to teaching itself such as time demands and students’
behavior (Kiassen & Anderson, 2009). The changes in dissatisfaction were the same for
male and female teachers with no difference in rankings according to years of teaching
and experience.
Teaching is a stressful occupation (Chaplin, 2008), and high levels of
occupational stress have a strong effect on teachers’ performance, career decisions,
physical and mental health, and overall job satisfaction (Jepson & Forrest, 2006). Nearly
half of all beginning teachers leave the profession within their first 7 years (Blackburn &
Robinson, 2008). Many educators find individual satisfaction from their work; but this
satisfaction often suffers when negative student behavior and increased teaching demands
are high (Manthei, Gilmore, Tuck, & Adair, 1996). Teachers’ job stress may, however,
be ameliorated by school policies, support form colleagues and school leaders, and from
a sense of collective efficacy.
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Work-related stresses experienced by teachers are often serious and may
include depression, burnout, absenteeism, poor performance, decreased levels ofjob
satisfaction, and the decision to resign from the profession (Betoret, 2006; Jepson &
Forrest, 2006). Teacher stress is unavoidable when conditions are challenging. Teachers
who are fortunate to work in schools where good communication among staff is
encouraged express a lower level of stress and a higher level of joh satisfaction and
commitment (Kyriacou, 2001). While teachers’ work-related stress has been shown to
influence job satisfaction negatively, teacher collective efficacy could bridge the gap in
the relationship between joh stress and joh satisfaction (Kiassen, 2010).
Other factors, such as teacher gender and school level, may influence the
relationships among teacher collective efficacy, job stress, and job satisfaction. School
level may also influence teachers’ stress and job satisfaction because organizational
structure, student characteristics, and academic climate differ according to the age of
students served (Klassen, 2010). Teacher gender may also influence perceptions of stress
and its relationship with job satisfaction and collective efficacy. Kikkinos (2007)
reported that female teachers experience greater emotional exhaustion, an element of
burnout related to job stress, than do male teachers possibly because of inequities in total
workload.
Klassen (2010) examined the factor structure of measures of teachers’ collective
efficacy, job stress, and job satisfaction. Kiassen also considered the mediating effect of
collective efficacy on the relationship between job stress and job satisfaction. For the
purposes of the study, 951 elementary and high school teachers participated in a survey.
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The results showed that measures of teacher collective efficacy, job stress, and j oh
satisfaction showed consistent factor patterns across school levels and gender (Klassen,
2010). Female teachers showed significantly higher levels of stress from workload and
student misbehavior. Teacher collective efficacy for student discipline mediated the
influence of joh stress from students’ misbehavior on joh satisfaction, and the
relationship was consistent across the groups (Klassen, 2010). The results from this
study suggested that teachers’ collective efficacy may lower teachers’ stress attributed to
student behavior.
Klassen and Chiu (2010) sought to examine the relationships among teachers’
years of experience and teacher characteristics such as instructional strategies, gender,
and teaching levels; three domains of self-efficacy; classroom management and student
engagement; and two types ofjob related stress; workload and classroom stress; and job
satisfaction. Nonlinear relationships were shown in regards to teachers’ years of
experience when focusing on all three self-efficacy factors. It showed an increase from
early career to mid-career and then afterwards falling. The study showed that female
teachers experience greater workload stress, a greater level of stress in the classroom due
to negative student behaviors, and lower classroom management self-efficacy. Teachers
with a greater level of classroom stress had lower self-efficacy and decreased j oh
satisfaction while teachers with greater workload stress had greater classroom
management self-efficacy. Finally, educators with a greater feeling of classroom
management self-efficacy or greater instructional strategies self-efficacy had an increased
level of joh satisfaction.
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Hulpia, Devos, and Rosseel (2009) investigated the relation between distributed
leadership, the cohesion of the leadership team, participative decision making, context
variables, and the organization commitment and job satisfaction of teachers and teacher
leaders. The study included the responses of teachers and teacher leaders from 46 large
secondary schools. Teachers and teacher leaders who were surveyed saw the principal as
the main actor in supporting and supervising school members. The teacher leaders were
involved in supporting teachers but their supervision of teachers was limited. These
results suggested that, according to teachers and teacher leaders, supportive leadership is
highly distributed and, supervision is less equally distributed than support. The study
also showed that teachers are more satisfied with their job than their colleagues who
perform extra leadership functions. Years ofjob experience were negatively related to
job satisfaction—the longer respondents performed their job, the lower their job
satisfaction (Hulpia et a!., 2009).
On a daily basis, teachers encounter a multitude of challenging behaviors
including disrespect, verbal abuse, fighting, student tardiness, and general classroom
disorder. Landers, Alter, and Servilio (2008) examined which challenging behaviors
have the greatest impact on public school teachers’ job satisfaction and what role specific
demographic variables may play in moderating the impact. The study focused on the
following questions:
1. Is there a relationship between teacher demographics and job satisfaction?
2. Is there a relationship between specific categories of challenging behaviors and
teacher job satisfaction?
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3. Is there an interaction between specific categories of challenging behaviors,
teacher demographics, and teacher job satisfaction?
The study included two public school districts in the northeastern United States.
Results were based on the responses of 540 teachers in K- 12. Surprisingly, contrary to
previous research in this area, the presence of challenging behaviors had little or no
impact on teacher job satisfaction. When considering the presence of behavior such as
aggression, such as fighting, bullying, or hitting, the level ofjob satisfaction between
teachers who identified aggression and teachers who did not was nearly identical
(Landers et al., 2008). Perhaps the most interesting conclusion drawn was that until
challenging behavior is a direct emotional attack on teachers, or is perceived as a direct
emotional attack, the teachers’ general level ofjob satisfaction is not affected.
Summary
High school transformation is a national phenomenon. The conversion of large
high schools into small learning communities and small schools has challenged teachers
to change the way they deliver instruction. The days of teacher-centered lessons have
been replaced with student-centered lessons that provide real-world connections that in
turn strengthen students’ higher-order thinking and problem-solving skills.
Although there has to be adjustment from the teachers’ standpoint, the
transformation plan seeks to assists teachers in strengthening instruction by providing
common planning time that is embedded in the daily schedule to encourage collaboration
on lessons and student behavior management. During this time, issues with student
attendance, discipline, as well as instructional and assessment strategies can be shared so
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all parties involved can get a better understanding of students’ learning styles so that
they can adjust instruction to meet the needs of their common students. District plans for
transformation seek to improve schools while supporting teachers by increasing
professional development, assisting administrators in leadership, and increasing parental
involvement. Research shows that, because of high school transformation, there have
been gains in students’ academic performance and a decrease in student behavior issues.
Higher attendance and graduation rates have been reported and credit for these
improvements has been given to the focus of small schools and SLCs on creating stronger
student-teacher bonds.
Because instruction is the focal point of high school transformation, research has
been conducted to address teacher concerns. Teacher efficacy has been directly linked to
student achievement and the academic climate of the school. Job satisfaction influences
teacher performance, commitment, physical and mental health, and absenteeism. All
which, in turn, affect student achievement.
CHAPTER III
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK
In large schools, the setting can be anonymous, with students falling through the
cracks (Lee & Ready, 2007). This concern has resulted in a call from reformers to
decrease the size of schools. Over the past two decades, many secondary school reform
initiatives have focused on creating small schools and small learning communities
(Molineaux, 2009). By dividing students into these smaller learning groups, educators
are able to address some of the weaknesses of large, comprehensive schools (Molineaux,
2009).
Perhaps one of the most interesting arguments surrounding high school
transformation efforts is that smallness in not enough in regard to the primary goal of
student learning (Bomotti & Dugan, 2005). This need to focus explicitly on instruction
becomes particularly important when students and teachers in a newly designated SLC or
small school are getting used to a new structure (Molineaux, 2009). Attention may too
often be diverted from the core of teaching and learning, the classroom. Mohr (2000)
spoke about this:
I learned that it was easy enough to say, ‘When the rest of the week is done, we’ll
focus on instruction’ . . .1 learned from hard experience that the moment when
everything is ‘under control’ just does not arrive. Knowing this, there has to be a
constant balance between tending to the school’s maintenance and focusing on
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instruction. It cannot be one first and then the other and it cannot be that
instruction just has to wait. (p. 85)
Elements that must be given strong attention and factors that help facilitate the
development of SLCs and small schools are (a) professional development specific to
facilitation to SLCs and small schools, (b) positive teacher attitudes, (c) pedagogical
practices of existing staff that are compatible with those known to exist in effective SLCs
and small schools, (d) and time for teacher planning (Molineaux, 2009). The
overwhelming theme that surrounds high school transformation is improving instruction,
and instruction unequivocally lies in the hands of the teachers. To curtail the rate at
which teachers leave the profession, those factors that relate to the retention of teachers
must be identified (Viel-Ruma, Houchins, Jolivette, & Benson, 2010). Primary factors
related to these areas must be identified so that interventions can be put in place to affect
those factors in the work environment positively (Viel-Ruma et al., 2010).
Early research shows that when teachers experience job dissatisfaction, the
achievement of their students suffers and teachers are less likely to continue teaching.
Those teachers who share higher levels ofjob satisfaction are more likely to remain in the
field. In opposition, when teachers report high levels of dissatisfaction, they are more
likely to leave the field (Viel-Ruma et al., 2010). For this reason, it is important to
identify factors that have a positive effect on job satisfaction.
Teacher Self-Efficacy
For the purposes of the study, focus was placed on ideas constructed by several
educational theorists. A factor that may have influence on job satisfaction is teacher self-
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efficacy (Viel-Ruma et al., 2010). Founded in social cognition theory (Bandura,
1986), the theory of self-efficacy supports the belief that human beings have the ability to
shape their own actions. This idea of human agency makes the individual responsible for
instituting change (Bandura, 1986). Efficacy expectations depict if individuals believe
they have the abilities to affect desired outcomes (Bandura, 1997). Teachers with high
levels of self-efficacy tend to believe that their personal and technical skills as instructors
can encourage and implement positive outcomes in the performance of their students and
can even lessen the effects of negative influences (Viel-Ruma et al., 2010). Bandura’ s
social cognitive model posited that three factors influence self-efficacy: (a) behaviors,
(b) environment, and (c) personal/cognitive factors. Bandura (1986) suggested that all
three factors affect each other, but the cognitive factors are important. Self-efficacy is
developed from mastery experiences in which goals are achieved through perseverance,
overcoming obstacles, and witnessing others make positive strides through consistent
effort. Self-esteem and self-efficacy are related, but are different concepts. Self-efficacy
relates to individuals’ perception of their ability to reach a goal; whereas, self-esteem
relates to individuals’ sense of self-worth (Bandura, 1986).
Teacher self-efficacy beliefs have been positively correlated to higher academic
achievement, effective pedagogical practices, increased family involvement, decreased
discipline issues, and higher levels ofjob satisfaction (Viel-Ruma et al., 2010). In
exploring the relationship between empowerment, job commitment, and job satisfaction
in teachers, teacher self-efficacy was a significant predictor of both job satisfaction and
j oh commitment. In addition, research shows that teacher self-efficacy has an opposite
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correlation with perceived levels of burnout among teachers (Viel-Ruma et al., 2010).
Teachers with higher levels of self-efficacy experience lower rates of perceived levels of
burnout and lastly, higher levels of teacher self-efficacy have been found to have a
positive relationship with improved teacher retention rates (Viel-Ruma et a!., 2010).
Teacher Collective Efficacy
The idea of teacher collective efficacy is similar to teacher self-efficacy in that it
focuses on the amount of effort and persistence dedicated to a task and the perception of
the success of that task (Bandura, 1997). However, instead of focusing on the beliefs and
efforts of the individual, teacher collective efficacy focuses on the beliefs and efforts of
the group (Viel-Ruma et al., 2010). Collective efficacy refers to the entire social
system’s perception of its ability to affect desired chance (Bandura, 1997). The
assumption is that when teachers as a group in school believe that the staff as a whole can
be successful, they will be more likely to persist in their own personal efforts to achieve
such success (Viel-Ruma et a!., 2010).
Collective job efficacy may also affect teacher job satisfaction. In examining
teachers from 103 Italian junior high schools, results indicated that both collective and
teacher efficacy have a relationship with teacher job satisfaction (Viel-Ruma et al., 2010).
Collective efficacy appeared to have the greatest influence on job satisfaction, which is
indirectly affected by teacher self-efficacy due to its impact on collective efficacy. Using
a national database with a large number of participants, Ware and Kitsantis (2007) found
that both collective and teacher efficacy predicted teacher j oh commitment levels in
teachers. Based on their findings, Ware and Kitsantis recommended that school leaders
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increase efficacy levels in order to improve such commitment in teachers. Bandura
(1997) hypothesized that collective efficacy is likely related to self-efficacy because the
perceived sense of group efficacy is related to the individuals’ perceived efficacy of the
members of the group.
Job Satisfaction
Several theories concerning causes ofjob satisfaction have been proposed in
organizational literature. These theories can be loosely classified into one of three
categories (Judge & Klinger, 2007):
1. Situational theories that hypothesize that job satisfaction results from the
nature of one’s job or other aspects of the environment.
2. Dispositional approaches that assume that job satisfaction is rooted in the
personological makeup of the individual.
3. Interactive theories that propose that job satisfaction results from the interplay
of situational and personological factors.
Several theories have garnered a considerable portion of the attention and support ofjob
satisfaction researchers (Judge & Klinger, 2007).
Range of Affect Theory
Locke (1976) believed that satisfaction is determined by two factors: the have
want discrepancy and the importance of satisfaction. The have-want discrepancy is the
difference between the amount of a job facet employees want to experience and what
they actually feel. This is a result of employees comparing what they actually have in a
job against what they want and desire (McFarlin, Coster, Rice, & Cooper, 1995). The
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importance of satisfaction “refers to the position that the [importance] holds within the
worker’s personal hierarchy of values” (McFarlin et al., 1995, p. 490).
Locke believed that the range-of-affect hypothesis explained the possible level of
satisfaction that can be obtained by a particular job facet (McFarlin et al., 1995). When
facet importance is high, one could experience the full range of affective reactions, from
extreme satisfaction to extreme dissatisfaction. McFarlin et al. reported that, “When
facet importance is low. . . affective reactions are more muted and restricted to the 19
neutral range of the satisfaction-dissatisfaction dimension” (p. 490). In addition, Locke’s
range-of-affect hypothesis can be used to predict when workers will experience the most
satisfaction and dissatisfaction. Facet satisfaction will be at its highest level when what is
received matches what is wanted. On the contrary, facet dissatisfaction will be at its
highest level when what is received is less than or greater than what is wanted and
important.
Value-Percept Theory
Locke (1976) also argued that individuals’ values determine what satisfies them
on the job. Only the unfulfilled job values that are important to the individual will be
dissatisfying. The value-percept theory predicts that discrepancies between what is
desired and what is received are dissatisfying only if the job facet is important to the
individual. Because individuals consider multiple facets when evaluating their job
satisfaction, the cognitive calculus is repeated for each job facet. Overall satisfaction is
estimated by aggregating across all contents of a joh weighted by their importance to the
individual (Judge & Klinger, 2007). The value-percept model expresses job satisfaction
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in terms of employees’ values and job outcomes. A particular strength of the model is
that it highlights the role of individual differences in values and job outcomes (Judge &
Klinger, 2007).
Job Characteristics Model
The job characteristics model posits that jobs that contain intrinsically motivating
characteristics will lead to higher levels ofjob satisfaction (Hackman & Oldham, 1975).
Five core job characteristics define an intrinsically motivating job: (a) task identity—
degree to which one can see one’s work from beginning to end; (b) task significance—
degree to which one’s work is seen as important and significant; (c) skill variety—extent
to which job allows one to do different tasks; (d) autonomy—degree to which one has
control and discretion over how to conduct one’s job; and (e) feedback—degree to which
the work itself provides feedback for how one is performing the job. Jobs created to
include these core job characteristics are generally found to be more motivating and
satisfying than jobs that are without these characteristics (Judge & Klinger, 2007).
Moreover, it is suggested that the core job characteristics lead to three critical
psychological states that include (a) knowledge of results, (b) meaningfulness of the
work, and (c) responsibility of outcomes. These critical psychological states lead to
outcomes such as job satisfaction (Judge & Klinger, 2007).
History of Instruments
When conducting educational research it is important to use research instruments
that have been deemed among the most valid and reliable. After reviewing literature on
the variables discussed in this study, three instruments appear to be among the most
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widely used scales/indexes used to measure teacher efficacy, collective efficacy, and
job satisfaction. Examining the history of the instruments used, we familiarize ourselves
with their origin, construction, and makeup.
Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale
Measuring teacher efficacy in an accurate manner has been the subject of debate
for many years (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk-Hoy, 2001). Specificity of the construct
being measured is typically at the center of many debates. Tschannen-Moran and
Woolfolk-Hoy addressed this issue using Bandura’s (1986) scale as a base and generated
items that measured a full representation of teacher efficacy. The result of their work was
The Ohio State Teacher Efficacy Scale (OSTES). This scale has been validated through
three different studies (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk-Hoy, 2001).
The OSETS measures the areas considered vital to good instruction while giving
the researcher information in the three areas representative of teacher’s work (i.e., student
engagement, classroom management, and instructional practices). Tschannen-Moran and
Woolfolk-Hoy (2001) stated that:
The OSETS is.. .superior to previous measures of teacher efficacy in that it has a
unified and stable factor structure and assesses a broad range of capabilities that
teachers consider important to good teaching, without being so specific as to
render it useless for comparisons of teachers across contexts, levels, and subjects.
(p. 802)
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Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk-Hoy (2001) changed the name of The Ohio State
Teacher Efficacy Scale to the Teacher Sense of Efficacy (TSES). This name change will
be used when referring to the efficacy scale in this study.
Collective Efficacy Scale
Goddard, Hoy, and Woolfolk-Hoy (2000) developed the Collective Efficacy Scale
to measure the collective efficacy of a school. Opposite of other teacher efficacy scales
that measures teachers’ individual efficacy, the Collective Efficacy Scale was constructed
to measure the efficacy of the group. An additional use of this scale is to measure the
impact of collective efficacy on overall student achievement in the school (Goddard et
al., 2000).
The development of the 21-item collective efficacy scale included several phases.
The creators of the scale begin by modifying items from the original Gibson and Dembo
scale (1984) to reflect collective efficacy (e.g., changing the object of the efficacy item
from Ito We). Then additional items were authored in response to recommendations by a
panel of research experts who had conducted in-depth studies on teacher efficacy.
Following these recommendations, the items underwent a field test and then a pilot test in
46 schools with 46 teachers; one teacher from each school. Results from the pilot study
indicated that the 21 items did indeed offer a valid and reliable measure of collective
efficacy (Goddard et al., 2000). This collective efficacy scale continues to be used by
current researchers for an accurate measurement of teacher collective efficacy (Patras &
Klest, 2011).
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Brayfield-Rothe Job Satisfaction Index
Since Brayfield and Rothe (1951) defined job satisfaction as individuals’ attitudes
toward their work, researchers around the world have been fascinated by the concept
(Azalea, Omar, & Mastor, 2009). The Brayfield-Rothe Job Satisfaction Index is a
unidimensional job satisfaction scale (Moorman, 1993). Although Brayfield-Rothe was
created many years ago, it continues to be one of the most effective scales to measure
intrinsic job satisfaction. This job satisfaction instrument was used in research studies
conducted by Viel-Ruma et al. (2010), Azalea et al. (2009), and Judge and Klinger
(2007). The psychometric properties of the Brayfield-Rothe Job Satisfaction Index has
been supported by Bowen and Radhakrishna (1991), Bruening and Hoover (1991), and
Walker, Garton, and Kitchel (2004). Moorman (1993) reported after comparing three job
satisfaction instruments, that the Brayfield-Rothe Job Satisfaction Index represents “a
more affective job satisfaction scale” (p. 771). Therefore, the Brayfield-Rothe Job
Satisfaction Index was chosen as the job satisfaction measure in this study.
The construction of the Brayfield-Rothe Job Satisfaction Index was made a class
project for members of an Army Specialized Training Program in personnel psychology
at the University of Minnesota in the summer and fall of 1943 (Brayfield & Rothe, 1951).
Approximately 1,000 statements were turned in by the class and an additional 75 by the
investigators. This collection was reviewed and the resulting statements were
mimeographed, sorted into sets, and distributed to the class members for judging. After a
subjective appraisal by the investigators, items were judged as to specificity (Brayfield &
Rothe, 1951). Items pertaining to in-depth aspects of the job were removed since an
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overall attitude about the job was wanted; therefore, items that spoke to issues such as
wages and working conditions were removed even though some would argue that they
have a direct affect on general attitude. Lastly, a criterion was set by the management
representative and investigators in regard to acceptability to employees.
The Likert scoring system consisting of five categories of agreement-
disagreement were applied to each item (Brayfield & Rothe, 1951). The items were
selected so that the satisfied end of the scale was indicated by strongly agree and agree
for half of the items and by strongly disagree and disagree for the other half. The neutral
response was undecided (Brayfield & Rothe, 1951).
The items on the Brayfield-Rothe Job Satisfaction Index call for the evaluation of
the participants’ feelings rather than on a comparison of outcomes received (Voris, 2011).
A modified Brayfield-Rothe Job Satisfaction Index was created by Warner (1973) and
has been used in many studies. The Brayfield-Rothe Job Satisfaction Index as modified
by Warner (1973) consists of 14 items with five possible responses per item. The
potential responses to items range from strongly agree to strongly disagree. Examples of
questions included on the instrument are as follows:
1. My job is like a hobby to me.
2. I feel fairly well satisfied with my present job.
3. I feel that my job is not more interesting than others I could get.
The Brayfield-Rothe Job Satisfaction Index as modified by Warner is considered to be
valid and reliable (Voris, 2011). Cano and Miller (1992) reported a Cronbach’s alpha
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coefficient of .94. The Spearman-Brown split-half internal-consistency reliability
coefficient for this index was .87 (Voris, 2011).
Limitations and Delimitations
All studies carry a certain amount of risk. However, teachers who will respond to
this survey will not experience any additional risk than they encounter on a normal day.
This study is limited to data collected in one urban public school system. Though other
factors might mitigate against or in favor of student achievement, the focus of the
research in this study is intended to determine the level of teacher self-efficacy, collective
efficacy, and job satisfaction among teachers who work within the small learning
communities and small schools models. Three surveys to be used in the study are the
Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk-Hoy, 2001), the
Collective Efficacy Scale (Goddard et al., 2000), and the Brayfield-Rothe Job
Satisfaction Index as modified by Warner (1973). An additional limitation of all surveys
is the willingness of participants to take part, to respond honestly and accurately, and to
complete each survey in a timely manner that allows all surveys to be quantified and used
in the study. A delimitation of the study is that teachers invited to participate were only
those who have had at last 2 years of experience in the four high schools; two that operate
on the small learning community model and two that operate on the small schools model.
Summary
Theories regarding the effectiveness of high school transformation suggest that
smaller class sizes, intimate settings, and closer student/teacher relationships may not be
enough to increase student achievement. Bomotti and Dugan (2005) suggested that focus
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should be placed on teaching and learning. If teachers receive more professional
development in regards to pedagogical practices that have been successful in other SLCs
and small schools, more positive attitudes among teachers, increased teacher retention,
and increased student achievement may ensue.
Bandura (1986) theorized that human beings have the ability to shape their own
actions. He suggested that teachers with high self-efficacy tend to perform better than
those who do not feel they are effective. Teachers with high efficacy believe their
personal and technical skills can encourage positive student outcomes. Bandura also
stated that collective efficacy has the greatest effect on job satisfaction. Ware and
Kitsantis (2007) found that collective efficacy and teacher self-efficacy predicted job
commitment levels. In essence, if all members of the teaching staff feel their skills and
abilities can make a positive impact on student outcomes, this confidence strengthens
individual teacher efficacy.
In the range of affect theory, Locke (1976) posited that satisfaction is determined
by the have-want discrepancy and the importance of satisfaction. The range of affect
theory can be used to predict when workers will experience the most satisfaction and
dissatisfaction. Locke’s value-percept theory suggests that values determine what satisfy
people on the job. Jobs that contain intrinsically motivating characteristics will lead to
high levels ofjob satisfaction. The Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale, the Collective
Efficacy Scale, and the Brayfield-Rothe Job Satisfaction Index as modified by Warner
were used to measure teacher efficacy, teacher collective efficacy, and job satisfaction in
one school district’s small schools and small learning communities.
CHAPTER IV
METHODOLOGY
This study explored the relationship among teacher efficacy, teacher collective
efficacy, and job satisfaction as they relate to teachers in small learning communities and
small schools. The sample included teachers from four public high schools located in an
inner-city school district in the southeastern United States. Two of the four high schools
are divided into small learning communities and the remaining two are divided into small
schools. The purpose and primary focus of this study was to examine teacher self-
efficacy, collective efficacy, and job satisfaction of teachers in the small learning
communities and small schools in an urban, inner-city school district. The secondary
purpose of this study was to examine the relationships among teacher self-efficacy,
collective efficacy, job satisfaction, number of years in the profession, and type of
transformation model.
While high school transformation is seen as a way of improving student
achievement, little research has been conducted to evaluate how high school
transformation affects teachers’ sense of self- and collective efficacy, and job
satisfaction. An analysis was conducted to determine the relationships between number
of years serving in the profession, type of school taught at, and the teachers’ perceptions




The study’s focus was guided by the following research questions:
RQ1: What are SLC and small schools teachers’ perceptions of their self-
efficacy?
RQ2: What are SLC and small schools teachers’ perceptions of their collective
efficacy?
RQ3: What are SLC and small schools teachers’ perceptions of their job
satisfaction?
RQ4: Are there differences in teachers’ perceptions of their self-efficacy
between those who teach in the SLCs and those who teach in small
schools?
RQ5: Are there differences in teachers’ perceptions of their collective efficacy
between those who teach in the SLCs and those who teach in small
schools?
RQ6: Are there differences in teachers’ perceptions of their job satisfaction
between those who teach in the SLCs and those who teach in small
schools?
RQ7: Are there relationships among years of professional experience, teachers’
perceptions of self-efficacy, collective efficacy, and job satisfaction in
SLC and small schools in an urban school district?
Chapter IV begins with a discussion of the research design and setting, sample
population, and participant selection. Discussion of data collection, procedure, and data
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analysis techniques is presented. The focal points of the chapter are the survey
instruments, their validity and reliability, and the statistical methods that were used to
answer the research questions.
Research Design
A quantitative research approach was used because it is the best approach to test a
theory (Creswell, 2003). Quantitative research design is an excellent way of finalizing
results and proving or disproving a hypothesis. The structure has not changed for
centuries, so it is standard across many scientific fields and disciplines (Creswell, 2003).
After statistical analysis of the results, a comprehensive answer is reached, and the results
can be legitimately discussed and published. Quantitative experiments also filter out
external factors if properly designed; so the results gained can be seen as real and
unbiased (Creswell, 2003). This quantitative study used a descriptive correlation model
with the following variables: (a) years of teaching experience in the SLC and small
school model, (b) teacher self-efficacy, (c) teacher collective efficacy, and (d) job
satisfaction.
Research Setting
The research setting was an urban school system in the southeastern United
States. With the assistance of Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, the school district
charted a course to transform their large comprehensive high schools into small schools
or small learning communities. Lower performing schools adopted the small school
model, while schools with higher performing students were transformed using the small
learning communities initiative. Although the school district contains 13 high schools,
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four of the schools do not operate on the SLC or small schools model. Of the four
schools represented in one of the two models addressed in this study, two operate with
the SLC model, and the remaining two are divided into small schools. This study
focused on two schools that practice the small schools model, and two that operate under
the auspices of the SLC model. These four schools were chosen because they were
among the last in the district to be converted from the comprehensive high school model
and are operating under the most current guidelines of their specific model. A
demographic description of the four schools is in Table 2.
Table 2
Demographics ofSchools Used in the Study
% Students
Eligible for
Ethnic Background of Students Free/Reduced # of
School Enrollment % Black % White % Other Lunch Teachers
SLC
1SLC1 1,641 97 0 3 79 95
2SLC2 1,582 66 27 7 48 81
Small schools
1SS1 985 95 1 4 93 87
2SS2 1,021 99 0 1 86 80
Study Population
The study’s population included full- and part-time faculty members at the four
small learning communities and small schools. Only faculty members who had
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completed two successive years during which their specific transformation model had
been in operation were asked to participate in the study.
Working with Human Subjects
No incentives were provided for participation. There were no potential risks. The
demographic information collected for the study did not include any identifiable
information from the participants. Confidentiality was ensured because responses were
be tracked in any way that could identify the respondents.
Instruments
The dependent variables in the study were the teachers’ perceptions of self-
efficacy, teacher collective efficacy, and job satisfaction in the SLC and small schools
models. The Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk-Hoy,
2001), the Collective Efficacy Scale (Goddard et al., 2000), and the Brayfield-Rothe
Index of Job Satisfaction as modified by Warner (1973) were used to obtain the data for
this quantitative study. Reliability and validity of these research instruments has been
established by previous research. Face validity is whether the instrument appears to be
valid for its intended purpose; whereas, content validity is the “test content and its
relationship to the construct it is intended to measure” (Ary, Jacobs, & Razavieh, 2002,
p. 243). Reliability is the “degree of consistency with which the instrument measures
whatever it is measuring” (Ary et al., 2002, p. 245).
Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale
The Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES) was chosen because the instrument
measures a broader range of teaching tasks categorized into three scales (a) instructional
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strategies, (b) classroom management, and (c) student engagement (see Appendix A).
All three of these subscales are vital in the implementation of sound instruction in SLCs
and small schools (Voris, 2011). The TSES contains 24 items measured by a 9-point
Likert scale that ranges along a continuum from nothing to a great deal. Each of the
three constructs consists of eight items (Voris, 2011). The scales and their related items
are described in Table 3. Scoring guidelines were set by Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk
(2001).
Table 3





How much can you do to get through to the most difficult students?
How much can you do to help your students think critically?
How much can you do to motivate students who show low interest in
school work?
How much can you do to get students to believe they can do well in
school work?
How much can you do to help your students’ value learning?
How much can you do to foster student creativity?
How much can you do to improve the understanding of a student who
is failing?
How much can you assist families in helping their children do well in
school?
Instructional Practices .91








How much can you gauge student comprehension of what you have
taught?
To what extent can you craft good questions for your students?
How much can you do to adjust your lessons to the proper level for
individual students?
How much can you use a variety of assessment strategies?
To what extent can you provide an alternative explanation or example
when students are confused?
How well can you implement alternative strategies in your classroom?
How well can you provide appropriate challenges for very capable
students?
Classroom Management .90
How much can you do to control disruptive behavior in the classroom?
To what extent can you make your expectations clear about student
behavior?
How well can you establish routines to keep activities running smoothly?
How much can you do to get children to follow classroom rules?
How much can you do to calm a student who is disruptive or noisy?
How well can you establish a management system with each group of
students?
How well can you keep a few problem students from ruining an entire
lesson?
How well can you respond to defiant students?
Collective Efficacy Scale
The Collective Efficacy Scale (see Appendix B) is a 21-item scale that measures
the collective efficacy of a school (Goddard et al., 2000). Based on the promise of the
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results from the initial phases of the study, it was decided to test the criterion-related
validity, predictive validity, and reliability of scores on the collective efficacy scale in a
more comprehensive sample. At the school level, the 21 collective efficacy items were
submitted to a principal axis factor analysis. All items loaded strongly on a single factor
and explained 5 7.89% of the item variation. Reliability (CL = .96) was strong (Goddard et
al., 2000). The variable examined in this scale is personal teaching efficacy (by &
Woolfolk, 1993). Goodard et al. reported a moderate and positive (r = .54,p < .01)
correlation between personal teacher efficacy aggregated at the school level and
collective teacher efficacy.
As a test of predictive validity, hierarchical linear modeling was employed to
show that scores on the collective efficacy scale were significant predictors of student
achievement (Goodard et al., 2000). Taken together, these results provide content,
criterion-related, and predictive validity evidence for scores on the collective efficacy
scale as well as strong reliability evidence. Scoring guidelines were set by Goodard et al.
Brayfield-Rothe Job Satisfaction Index
Much of the research reviewed supported three instruments as the most affective
job satisfaction measures (Voris, 2011). These instruments include the Facet Free Job
Satisfaction Scale (Quinn & Staines, 1979), the Job Diagnostic Survey (Hackman &
Oldman, 1975), and the Brayfield-Rothe Job Satisfaction Index as modified by Warner
(1973). These three scales were compared by Williams (1988) by examining their
affective and cognitive components and found that 27% of the variance in the Free Facet
and 18% of the variance in the Job Diagnostic Survey could be explained by affect
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(Voris, 2011). Conversely, 22% of the variance in the Brayfield-Rothe Job
Satisfaction Index as modified by Warner (1973) could be explained by effect and only
16% could be explained by cognitions (Voris, 2011). Therefore, Williams concluded that
the Brayfield-Rothe Job Satisfaction Index was more affective in its orientation.
The Brayfield-Rothe Job Satisfaction Index as modified by Warner (1973) is
composed of 14 questions using a 5-point Likert response scale ranging from strongly
agree to strongly disagree (see Appendix C). This instrument is considered valid and
reliable. Cano and Miller (1992) reported a Cronbach’s alpha reliability of .94. The
Spearman-Brown split-half internal-consistency reliability coefficient for this index is
.87.
Data Collection Procedures
The researcher received permission to conduct the study from the targeted school
district via the Institutional Review Board process (see Appendix D). The researcher
contacted 343 teachers to confirm their intent to participate. An electronic message
containing the explanation of the study, a request to participate, and the instructions to
access the survey instrument were sent to each potential participant. The initial electronic
message inviting the 343 potential participants was sent on Monday, September 10, 2012,
and a follow-up message was sent on Thursday, September 14, 2012, to remind those
who had not responded that the survey was still open. The survey instrument was sent to
potential participants through an internet-based data collection survey site. The survey
was closed on Monday, September 17, 2012. After the data was collected, it was loaded
into SPSS for analysis.
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Data Analysis Procedures
The demographic information collected from the teachers was used to describe
the sample. Descriptive statistics of frequencies and percentages were used to report
teachers’ responses to individual items in the three measurements. Means, standard
deviations, and ranges were reported for scale scores created from the items. An alpha
level of .05 was used to evaluate the results of the inferential statistics.
RQ 1: What are SLC and small schools teachers’ perceptions of their self-
efficacy?
The teachers’ responses to the 24 items on the Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale
were used to create three scale scores. Eight items are contained in each of the
instructional strategies, classroom management, and student engagement scales. Each
scale was created by averaging the responses to the eight items in the scale. Descriptive
statistics were used to determine the teachers’ responses to each item and were broken
out by school model. The means and standard deviations of the instructional strategies,
classroom management, and student engagement scale scores were also reported by
school model.
RQ2: What are SLC and small schools teachers’ perceptions of their collective
efficacy?
Descriptive statistics were used to describe the teachers’ responses to the 21 items
on the Collective Efficacy Scale. An overall collective efficacy scale score was obtained
by averaging the responses to the 21 items. The overall scale score ranged from 1 to 6,
with a higher score representing a higher collective efficacy. The teachers’ responses to
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each item and their overall collective efficacy score were reported using descriptive
statistics and broken out by school model.
RQ3: What are SLC and small schools teachers’ perceptions of their job
satisfaction?
Descriptive statistics were used to describe the teachers’ responses to the 14 items
on the Brayfield-Rothe Job Satisfaction Scale. An overall job satisfaction scale score was
obtained by averaging the responses to the 14 items. The items in the scale were created
so that the satisfied end of the scale is indicated by strongly agree and agree for half of
the items and by strongly disagree and disagree for the other half. Therefore, half of the
items were reverse scored using SPSS to provide a positive job satisfaction scale, ranging
from 1 to 5, with a high scale score indicating more joh satisfaction.
RQ4: Are there differences in teachers’ perceptions of their self-efficacy
between those who teach in the SLCs and those who teach in small
schools?
RQ5: Are there differences in teachers’ perceptions of their collective efficacy
between those who teach in the SLCs and those who teach in small
schools?
RQ6: Are there differences in teachers’ perceptions of their job satisfaction
between those who teach in the SLCs and those who teach in small
schools?
Research questions 4, 5, and 6 were analyzed using a multivariate analysis of
variance. The independent variable was school model (SLC5 and small schools) and the
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five dependent variables were the three subscales of self-efficacy (instructional
strategies, classroom management, and student engagement), collective efficacy scale
score, and job satisfaction scale score. An alpha level of .05 was used to determine
significance of the differences between the two groups of teachers.
RQ7: Are there relationships among years of professional experience, teachers’
perceptions of self-efficacy, collective efficacy, and job satisfaction in
SLC and small schools in an urban school district?
A Pearson Product-Moment correlation matrix was created to determine
relationships among the five dependent variables (three subscales of self-efficacy,
collective efficacy scale score, and job satisfaction scale score) and the independent
variable of professional experience. An alpha level of .05 was used to determine
significance of any relationships between the variables.
Summary
Teachers’ degree of self-efficacy, teacher collective efficacy, and job satisfaction
were examined in this study. Chapter IV focused on the methodology of the research
study, with an explanation of the purpose of the study, the relationships among teacher
self-efficacy, collective efficacy, and job satisfaction. The rationale for the choice of the
sample and the research setting were discussed. The research design, including the




The purpose of this quantitative study was to examine teacher self-efficacy,
collective efficacy, and job satisfaction of teachers in the small learning communities and
small schools in an urban, inner-city school district. The study also examined the
relationships among teacher self-efficacy, collective efficacy, job satisfaction, number of
years in the profession, and type of transformation model. This chapter presents the
results of the analysis of the data collected using a survey.
Description of the Sample
Responses were received from 137 teachers in four schools for a response rate of
40%. An analysis of responses showed 109 teachers completed all questions, providing
complete data for analysis from 56 teachers in small learning communities and 53
teachers in small schools. Table 4 contains information about the teachers in each
sample. Each school had approximately the same proportion of male (~4O%) and female
(~60%) teachers. However, the small learning communities had a larger proportion of
teachers (27%) with advanced specialist and doctorate degrees than did the small schools
(11%). A higher percentage of teachers in the small learning communities reporting
teaching all four grades, indicating a wider distribution of teaching duties across all








Characteristic n % n %
Gender
Male 23 41.1 20 37.7
Female 33 58.9 33 62.3
Highest earned degree
BAIBS 15 26.8 24 45.3
MAIMS 26 46.4 23 43.4
Specialist 14 25.0 3 5.7
Doctorate 1 1.8 3 5.7
Grades taught (multiple responses possible)
9th 22 40.0 25 33.8
10th 21 38.2 21 28.4
11th 26 47.3 14 26.9
12th 31 56.4 14 26.9
Years of experience M SD M SD
In current school 5.82 3.35 4.49 2.51
Total in education 9.37 5.27 6.97 4.30
Teachers in the small learning communities had more teaching experience in both
the current school (M 5.8 years) and in education (M 9.4 years) than did the teachers
at small schools (M= 4.5 years and M= 7.0 years, respectively).
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Reliability of Scales Used in Analysis
Three scale scores were created from the 24-item Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale
(student engagement, instructional practices, and classroom management), one scale
score from the 21-item Collective Efficacy Scale, and one scale score from the 14-item
Brayfield-Rothe Job Satisfaction Index. Scores on the efficacy scale ranged from 1 to 9,
with a higher score indicating a greater sense of efficacy. Scores on the collective
efficacy scale ranged from 1 to 6, with a higher score indicating a greater sense of
collective efficacy. Scores on the job satisfaction scale ranged from 1 to 5, with a higher
score indicating more job satisfaction. The items on each scale were subjected to internal
consistence reliability analyses using Cronbach’s alpha coefficient (Table 5). Values




Scale Number of Items Coefficient
Self-efficacy
Student engagement 8 .95
Instructional practices 8 .96
Classroom management 8 .95
Collective efficacy 21 .89
Job satisfaction 14 .96
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Analysis of the Research Questions
Seven research questions were developed to examine teacher self-efficacy,
collective efficacy, and joh satisfaction of teachers in the small learning communities and
small schools in an urban, inner-city school district. The secondary purpose was to
examine the relationships among teacher self-efficacy, collective efficacy, joh
satisfaction, number of years in the profession, and type of transformation model. Each
research question and the results of its analysis are presented in this section.
RQ 1: What are SLC and small schools teachers’ perceptions of their self-
efficacy?
The teachers’ responses to the 24 items on the Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale
were used to create instructional strategies, classroom management, and student
engagement scales. Each scale was created by averaging the responses to the eight items
in the scale. The following tables contain a description of the teachers’ responses to the
items in the three scales, broken out by school model.
All teachers reported their ability to engage students as some influence to quite a
bit (Table 6). Teachers in small learning communities reported their ability to get
students to believe they can do well in schoolwork (M= 7.21) and to foster student
creativity (M = 7.32) as high. Teachers in small schools reported their ability to assist
families in helping their children do well in school (M= 7.13) as high.
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Table 6




How much can you do to get through to the
most difficult students?
How much can you do to help your students
think critically?
How much can you do to motivate students who
show low interest in schoolwork?
How much can you do to get students to believe
they can do well in schoolwork?
How much can you do to help your students
value learning?
How much can you do to foster student
creativity?
How much can you do to improve the
understanding of a student who is failing?
How much can you assist families in helping
their children do well in school?
Scale mean
Little or Some Quite a Bit
Nothing Influence to a Great Deal M SD
7.1 33.9 58.9 6.66 1.72
1.8 30.4 67.9 6.96 1.44
7.1 30.4 62.5 6.57 1.75
0.0 26.8 73.2 7.21 1.23
0.0 33.9 66.1 7.00 1.43
0.0 28.6 71.4 7.32 1.38
0.0 32.1 67.9 6.79 1.12







How much can you do to get through to the
most difficult students?
How much can you do to help your students
think critically?
How much can you do to motivate students who
show low interest in schoolwork?
How much can you do to get students to believe
they can do well in schoolwork?
How much can you do to help your students
value learning?
How much can you do to foster student
creativity?
How much can you do to improve the
understanding of a student who is failing?
How much can you assist families in helping
their children do well in school?
Scale mean
All teachers reported their ability to implement instructional strategies as quite a
bit to a great deal. Teachers in both small learning communities and small schools
reported their highest abilities in how well they respond to cflfjicult questions from
Little or Some Quite a Bit
Nothing Influence to a Great Deal M SD
11.3 24.5 64.2 6.64 1.85
3.8 34.0 62.3 6.68 1.67
3.8 37.7 58.5 6.55 1.64
9.4 35.8 54.7 6.26 1.75
5.7 37.7 56.6 6.47 1.60
7.5 24.5 67.9 6.70 1.80
5.7 34.0 60.4 6.42 1.54
1.9 26.4 71.7 7.13 1.61
6.61 1.50
students, how well they can craft good questions for their students, and how well they can
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provide appropriate challengesfor very capable students (Table 7). Average item
responses were slightly higher at small learning communities (overall M 7.39) than at
small schools (overall M= 7.06).
Table 7
Teachers’ Responses to Items on the Instructional Practices Scale ofthe Teacher Sense
ofEfficacy Scale
Small Learning Communities (n = 56)
Little or Some Quite a Bit
Nothing Influence to a Great Deal M SD
How well can you respond to difficult questions from 0.0 19.6 80.4 7.61 1.23
your students?
How much can you gauge student comprehension of 0.0 19.6 80.4 7.48 1.18
what you have taught?
To what extent can you craft good questions for your 0.0 17.9 82.1 7.64 1.20
students?
How much can you do to adjust your lessons to the 3.6 23.2 73.2 7.05 1.63
proper level for individual students?
How much can you use a variety of assessment 3.6 17.9 78.6 7.23 1.53
strategies?
To what extent can you provide an alternative 0.0 19.6 80.4 7.39 1.36
explanation or example when students are
confused?
How well can you implement alternative strategies in 1.8 26.8 71.4 7.18 1.45
your classroom?
How well can you provide appropriate challenges for 0.0 19.6 80.4 7.55 1.22
very capable students?




How well can you respond to difficult questions from
your students?
How much can you gauge student comprehension of
what you have taught?
To what extent can you craft good questions for your
students?
How much can you do to adjust your lessons to the
proper level for individual students?
How much can you use a variety of assessment
strategies?
To what extent can you provide an alternative
explanation or example when students are
confused?
How well can you implement alternative strategies in
your classroom?
How well can you provide appropriate challenges for
very capable students?
Scale mean
Small Schools (n = 53)
Some Quite a Bit
Influence to a Great Deal
20.8 73.6
All teachers reported their ability to manage their classrooms as quite a bit to a
great deal. Teachers in both transformational models reported their highest abilities in
how well they can make their expectations clear about student behavior, they can






















were higher at small learning communities (overall M= 7.20) than at small schools
(overall M 6.56) (Table 8).
Table 8
Teachers’ Responses to Items on the Classroom Management Scale ofthe Teacher Sense
ofEfficacy Scale
How much can you do to control disruptive
behavior in the classroom?
To what extent can you make your expectations
clear about student behavior?
How well can you establish routines to keep
activities running smoothly?
How much can you do to get children to follow
classroom rules?
How much can you do to calm a student who is
disruptive or noisy?
How well can you establish a management
system with each group of students?
How well can you keep a few problem students
from ruining an entire lesson?






Little or Some Quite a Bit
Nothing Influence to a Great Deal M SD
7.1 26.8 66.1 6.82 1.82
0.0 17.9 82.1 7.52 1.18
1.8 20.0 78.2 7.42 1.45
1.8 25.0 73.2 7.32 1.53
1.8 32.1 66.1 7.00 1.35
0.0 26.8 73.2 7.18 1.21





How much can you do to control disruptive
behavior in the classroom?
To what extent can you make your expectations
clear about student behavior?
How well can you establish routines to keep
activities running smoothly?
How much can you do to get children to follow
classroom rules?
How much can you do to calm a student who is
disruptive or noisy?
How well can you establish a management
system with each group of students?
How well can you keep a few problem students
from ruining an entire lesson?
How well can you respond to defiant students?
Scale mean
45.3 49.1 6.32 1.80
3.8 39.6 56.6 6.66 1.68
6.56 1.46
RQ2: What are SLC and small schools teachers’ perceptions of their collective
efficacy?
An overall collective efficacy scale score, ranging from 1 to 6 with a higher score
Small Schools
(n=53)
Little or Some Quite a Bit
Nothing Influence to a Great Deal M SD
11.3 34.0 54.7 6.21 1.94
5.7 22.6 71.7 6.94 1.70
3.8 30.2 66.0 6.75 1.68
9.4 28.3 62.3 6.74 1.81
5.7 45.3 49.1 6.09 1.51
5.7 30.2 64.2 6.60 1.49
5.7
representing a higher collective efficacy, was obtained by averaging the responses to the
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21 items. The teachers’ responses to each item and their overall collective efficacy
score are reported in Table 9. Teachers in small learning communities reported a higher
collective efficacy scale score (M= 4.22) than did teachers in small schools (M 4.01).
Table 9
Teachers’ Responses to Items on the Collective Efficacy Scale
Small Learning Communities
(n = 56)
Disagree Agree M SD
Teachers in the school are able to get through to the most difficult students. 10.7 89.3 4.68 0.96
Teachers here are confident they will be able to motivate their students. 10.7 89.3 4.68 0.88
*Jf a child doesn’t want to learn teachers here give up. 89.3 10.7 2.14 1.18
*Teachers here don’t have the skills needed to produce meaningful student 92.9 7.1 2.04 1.24
learning.
If a child doesn’t learn something the first time teachers will try another way. 1.8 98.2 4.87 0.81
Teachers in this school are skilled in various methods of teaching. 5.4 94.6 4.91 0.86
Teacher here are well prepared to teach the subjects they are assigned to teach. 5.4 94.6 4.89 0.95
*Teachers here fail to reach some students because of poor teaching methods. 83.9 16.1 2.34 1.25
Teachers in this school have what it takes to get the children to learn. 3.6 96.4 4.82 0.88
*The lack of instructional materials and supplies makes teaching very difficult 16.1 83.9 4.39 1.16
*Teachers in this school do not have the skills to deal with student disciplinary 80.4 19.6 2.34 1.27
problems.
*Teachers in this school think there are some students that no one can reach. 60.7 39.3 3.12 1.47
The quality of school facilities here really facilitates the teaching and learning 5.4 94.6 4.70 0.78
process.
The students here come in with so many advantages they are bound to learn. 71.4 28.6 2.73 1.10
These students come to school ready to learn. 39.3 60.7 3.54 1.16







Disagree Agree M SD
The opportunities in this community help ensure that these students will learn. 44.6 55.4 3.52 1.10
*Students here just aren’t motivated to learn. 60.7 39.3 3.16 1.20
*Learning is more difficult at this school because students are worried about 80.4 19.6 2.50 1.18
their safety.
*Teachers here need more training to know how to deal with these students. 21.4 78.6 4.23 1.01
Teachers in this school truly believe every child can learn. 14.3 85.7 4.68 1.06
Scale mean 4.22 0.66
* These items were reverse scored before a scale score was obtained.
Small Schools (n = 53)
Disagree Agree M SD
Teachers in the school are able to get through to the most difficult students. 13.2 86.8 4.42 1.05
Teachers here are confident they will be able to motivate their students. 22.6 77.4 4.21 1.10
*Jf a child doesn’t want to learn teachers here give upil 75.5 24.5 2.62 1.44
*Teachers here don’t have the skills needed to produce meaningful student 77.4 22.6 2.57 1.41
learning.
If a child doesn’t learn something the first time teachers will try another way. 15.1 84.9 4.75 1.07
Teachers in this school are skilled in various methods of teaching. 11.3 88.7 4.62 0.34
Teacher here are well prepared to teach the subjects they are assigned to teach. 9.4 90.6 4.75 0.96
*Teachers here fail to reach some students because of poor teaching methods. 73.6 26.4 2.51 1.51
Teachers in this school have what it takes to get the children to learn. 15.1 84.9 4.64 1.02
*The lack of instructional materials and supplies makes teaching very difficult. 34.0 66.0 3.96 1.36
*Teachers in this school do not have the skills to deal with student disciplinary 71.7 28.3 2.64 1.55
problems.




Over 90% of teachers in small learning communities reported that they agreed
teachers will try another way ~fa child doesn ‘t learn something the first time, are skilled
in various methods ofteaching, are well prepared to teach the subjects they are assigned
to teach, and have what it takes to get the children to learn. Fewer teachers believed
their colleagues had the same skills at small schools; however, more than 90% agreed
that teachers are well prepared to teach the subjects they are assigned to teach.
Teachers at small schools were more likely to agree that learning is more difficult
at their schools because students are worried about their safety (3 4%) and because of
drugs and alcohol abuse in the community (83%) than are teachers at small learning
Small Schools (n = 53)
Disagree Agree M
18.9 81.1 4.32The quality of school facilities here really facilitates the teaching and learning
process.
The students here come in with so many advantages they are bound to learn.
These students come to school ready to learn.
*Dpjgs and alcohol abuse in the community make learning difficult for students
here.
The opportunities in this community help ensure that these students will learn.
*Smdents here just aren’t motivated to learn.
*Le~ing is more difficult at this school because students are worried about
their safety.
*Teaehers here need more training to know how to deal with these students.
Teachers in this school truly believe every child can learn.
Scale mean


































communities (20% and 43%, respectively). Teachers in small learning communities
were more likely to agree that the opportunities in the community help ensure their
students will learn (5 5%) than did teachers in small schools (42%). Almost half of the
teachers (49%) in the small schools reported that students in their school just aren ‘t
motivated to learn, while 39% of teachers in small learning communities reported the
same.
More teachers (25%) in small schools reported their colleagues give up ~fa child
doesn ‘t want to learn than did teachers (11%) in small learning communities. A larger
percentage of teachers in small learning communities (84%) reported that the lack of
instructional materials and supplies makes teaching very d~fJIcult in comparison to 66%
of teachers in small schools. Teachers at small schools (23%) were three times more
likely to agree that their colleagues lack the skills need to produce meaningful student
learning than did teachers (7%) in small learning communities.
RQ3: What are SLC and small schools teachers’ perceptions of their job
satisfaction?
An overall job satisfaction scale score was obtained by averaging the responses to
the 14 items of the Brayfield-Rothe Job Satisfaction Scale (Table 10). The items in the
scale were created so that the satisfied end of the scale is indicated by strongly agree and
agree for half of the items and by strongly disagree and disagree for the other half.
Therefore, half of the items were reverse scored to provide a positive job satisfaction
scale, ranging from 1 to 5, with a high scale score indicating more job satisfaction.
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Table 10
Teachers ‘ Responses to Items on the Brayfield-Rothe Job Satisfaction Scale
Small Learning Communities
(n = 56)
Disagree Undecided Agree M SD
My job is interesting enough to keep me from getting bored. 7.1 5.4 87.5 4.07 0.85
*My friends seem more interested in their jobs than I am. 58.9 26.8 14.3 2.50 0.93
Iconsidermyjobpleasant. 16.1 3.6 80.4 3.77 0.99
*1 am often bored with my job. 80.4 5.4 14.3 2.21 0.91
I feel satisfied with my job. 19.6 5.4 75.0 3.68 1.10
*Most ofthe time, I have to force myselfto go to work. 82.1 1.8 16.1 2.18 1.01
*1 definitely dislike my work. 85.7 1.8 12.5 2.05 0.98
I feel happier in my work than most other people. 16.1 17.9 66.1 3.63 1.02
Most days I am enthusiastic about my work. 14.3 3.6 82.1 3.79 0.95
*Each day of work seems like it will never end. 75.0 5.4 19.6 2.36 1.07
I like my job better than the average worker does. 12.5 19.6 67.9 3.64 0.94
*My job is uninteresting. 91.1 1.8 7.1 1.84 0.78
I find real enjoyment in my work. 14.3 5.4 80.4 3.88 1.03
*1 am disappointed that I ever took this job. 82.1 5.4 12.5 1.98 0.94
Scale mean 3.81 0.80
* These items were reverse scored before a scale score was obtained.
Small Schools
(n53)
Disagree Undecided Agree M SD
My job is interesting enough to keep me from getting bored. 7.5 15.1 77.4 3.87 0.79
*My friends seem more interested in their jobs than I am. 54.7 25.5 20.8 2.55 1.01
Iconsidermyjob pleasant. 5.7 22.6 71.7 3.75 0.71
*1 am often bored with my job. 60.4 18.9 20.8 2.49 1.01
Ifeel satisfied with my job. 11.3 17.0 71.7 3.72 0.82
*Most of the time, I have to force myself to go to work. 56.6 18.9 24.5 2.55 1.01






Disagree Undecided Agree M SD
I feel happier in my work than most other people. 22.6 24.5 52.8 3.38 0.93
Most days I am enthusiastic about my work. 13.2 24.5 62.3 3.58 0.84
*Each day of work seems like it will never end. 50.9 26.4 22.6 2.70 0.91
I like my job better than the average worker does. 17.0 30.2 52.8 3.45 0.95
*My job is uninteresting. 58.5 15.1 26.4 2.42 1.20
I find real enjoyment in my work. 13.2 15.1 71.7 3.72 0.86
*1 am disappointed that I ever took this job. 62.3 15.1 22.6 2.21 1.20
Scale mean 3.59 0.75
* These items were reverse scored before a scale score was obtained.
Teachers in small learning communities were more likely to agree that their jobs
were interesting (88%) and pleasant (80%), and that they are happier in theirjobs than
most other people (66%) than did teachers in small schools (77%, 72%, and 53%,
respectively). Teachers in small learning communities were more likely to disagree that
bored with their job (80%), dislike their work (86%), and their job is uninteresting (91%)
than did teachers in small schools (60%, 64%, and 59%, respectively). Thirteen percent
of teachers in small learning communities agree that they are disappointed they ever took
the job, while 23% of teachers in small schools agreed to the same statement.
RQ4: Are there differences in teachers’ perceptions of their self-efficacy
between those who teach in the SLCs and those who teach in small
schools?
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RQ5: Are there differences in teachers’ perceptions of their collective efficacy
between those who teach in the SLCs and those who teach in small
schools?
RQ6: Are there differences in teachers’ perceptions of their job satisfaction
between those who teach in the SLCs and those who teach in small
schools?
Research Questions 4, 5, and 6 were analyzed using a multivariate analysis of
variance. The independent variable was school model (SLC5 and small schools) and the
five dependent variables were the three subscales of self-efficacy (instructional strategies,
classroom management, and student engagement), the collective efficacy scale score, and
the job satisfaction scale score. An alpha level of .05 was used to determine significance
of the differences between the two groups of teachers. The means and standard
deviations of the five scales used in the MANOVA are reported in Table 11. The results
of the analysis are reported in Table 12.
The MANOVA found a significant difference between the two transformational
models (F = 3.41, p < .01). The univariate analysis of the five subscales found a
statistically significant difference on the classroom management efficacy scale (F = 6.09,
p .02). Teachers in small learning communities reported a higher efficacy on the
student management scale (M= 7.20) than did teachers in small schools (M 6.56).
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Table 11
Means and Standard Deviations ofthe Scales Used in MANO VA
Small Learning Small Schools
Communities (n = 56) (n = 53)
M SD M SD
Self-efficacy
Student engagement 6.94 1.21 6.61 1.50
Instructional practices 7.39 1.10 7.06 1.55
Classroom management 7.20 1.22 6.56 1.46
Collective efficacy 3.81 0.80 3.59 0.75
Job satisfaction 4.22 .66 4.01 0.59
Table 12
Results ofthe MANOJ~A Comparing Teachers’ Perceptions ofSe~fEfficacy, Collective
Efficacy, and Job Satisfaction in SLC and Small Schools
Statistic F p
Multivariate—Wilks’ Lambda 3.41 < .01
Univariate
Self-efficacy
Student engagement 1.62 .21
Instructional practices 1.69 .20
Classroom management 6.09 .02
Collective efficacy 2.22 .14
Job satisfaction 3.05 .08
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RQ7: Are there relationships among years of professional experience,
teachers’ perceptions of self-efficacy, collective efficacy, and job
satisfaction in SLC and small schools in an urban school district?
A Pearson Product-Moment correlation matrix was created to determine
relationships among the five dependent variables (three subscales of self-efficacy,
collective efficacy scale score, and job satisfaction scale score) and the independent
variables of professional experience in the current school and in education. An alpha
level of .05 was used to determine significance of any relationships between the
variables. The results of the analysis are reported in Table 13.
Table 13
Correlations Between Professional Experience and Teachers’ Perceptions ofS4f-
Efficacy, Collective Efficacy, and Job Satisfaction in SLC and Small Schools
Pearson r Correlation with Professional Experience
Small Learning Communities (n = 56) Small Schools (n = 53)
In Current Total In Current Total
Scale School Experience School Experience
Self-efficacy
Student engagement .21 .29* .14 .11
Instructional practices .15 .19 .07 .07
Classroom management .18 .24 .15 .12
Collective efficacy .27* .25 .05 .10
Job satisfaction .28* .41* .02 .01
* p < .05
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Low and moderate statistically significant positive correlations were found
among the variables in the small learning communities. Total experience was positively
correlated with the student engagement subscale of self-efficacy (r = .29) and job
satisfaction (r = .41), indicating that as total years of experience in education increase, so
do teachers’ perceptions of their efficacy in engaging students and in their satisfaction
with their job. The teachers’ experience in their current small learning community was
positively correlated with their perceptions of collective efficacy (r = .27) and their sense
ofjob satisfaction (r = .28). No significant correlations were found among the variables
in the small schools.
The correlations found in each transformation model were subjected to a Fisher r
to-z transformation to assess the significance of the difference between correlation
coefficients found in the two independent samples (small learning communities and small
schools). Only one significant difference was found. The correlation between total
experience in education and j oh satisfaction in small learning communities (r = .41) and
in small schools (r .01) was statistically significant (z = 2.l6,p = .03). Although
statistically significant positive correlations were found in the small learning community
sample, no statistically significant differences (except job satisfaction) were found
between those values and the nonsignificant correlations found in the small schools
sample.
Summary
Responses from 109 teachers in small learning communities and small schools
were used to examine teacher self-efficacy, collective efficacy, and job satisfaction and
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their relationship to professional experience. An analysis of differences between the
perceptions of the teachers in the two transformational models found that teachers in
small learning communities had higher perceptions of their ability to manage their
classrooms than did teachers in small schools. A moderate, positive, statistically
significant correlation between total experience in education and job satisfaction was
found among the teachers in the small learning communities. Discussion of these results
and conclusions that can be drawn from them are presented in Chapter VI.
CHAPTER VI
FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
The primary purpose of this study was the exploration of the relationships among
teacher self-efficacy, teacher collective efficacy, and job satisfaction in small schools and
small learning communities in a large urban school district in the southeastern United
States. The study also examined the relationships among teacher self-efficacy, collective
efficacy, job satisfaction, number of years in the profession, and type of transformation
model. Seven research questions were developed to examine the independent variables
presented in this study. Findings, conclusions, implications, limitations, and the
researcher’s recommendations are compiled in this section.
Discussion of the Findings
The researcher’s hypothesis assumed that teacher self-efficacy and collective
efficacy was high among teachers in small schools and small learning communities.
While high school transformation is often evaluated in regards to its effect on student
achievement, little research has been done to address its overall effect on teachers’ sense
of self-efficacy, collective efficacy, and job satisfaction. The findings of this study are
intended to provide a foundation for district and school procedures and policies to
increase support of teachers within the two transformation models. To test the three
variables addressed in this study, the researcher used the Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale
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(TSES), the Collective Efficacy Scale (CES), and the Brayfield-Rothe Job Satisfaction
Index. While the analysis of the survey data proved that efficacy was high among
teachers in both models, there was a slight difference between the level of self-efficacy
and collective efficacy reported by teachers in small learning communities and small
schools as teachers in SLCs were slightly felt slightly better about their abilities to do
their jobs well. Additional analysis of responses collected through the Brayfield Rothe
Job Satisfaction Index (1951) as modified by Warner (1973) indicated that the
relationship between experience and job satisfaction was significant, but not in
differences between the two groups.
The research directly addresses teachers’ sense of self-efficacy, teachers’
collective efficacy, and job satisfaction in the two high school transformation models
studied in a large urban school district in the southeastern United States. According to
the results of the study, teachers in both transformation models feel they have a fair to a
strong amount of ability to engage students in instruction. Teachers in small learning
communities report being extremely confident in fostering student creativity and getting
students to believe that they can do well in schoolwork, while teachers in the small school
model reported that being confident in their ability to assist families in helping their
children do well in school. All teachers surveyed reported being self-assured in their
ability to implement instructional strategies. Teachers in both small schools and small
learning communities believe that their highest levels of expertise lie in responding to
difficult questions form students, how well they can craft good questions for their
students, and how well they can provide appropriate challenges for very capable students.
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Finally, all teachers reported having high levels of effectiveness of the area of
classroom management with the highest responses lying in how well they can make their
expectations clear about student behavior, in their ability to establish classroom routines,
and getting students to follow classroom rules.
Teachers in small learning communities reported that teachers in their schools
would try another way if a student does not learn something the first time. They also
reported teachers in their schools being skilled in various methods of teaching, and that
teachers are well-prepared to teach the subjects they are assigned to teach. Small
learning community teachers also believe that they collectively have what it takes to get
students to learn. The study reveals, however, fewer teachers in the small school model
attest that their colleagues had the same skills.
Survey questions were used to measure teachers’ levels ofjob satisfaction in
small schools and small learning communities. The findings support that teachers in
small learning communities were more likely to agree that their jobs were interesting, and
pleasant and that that they are happier in their jobs than most people than did teachers in
small schools. Teachers in small learning communities were less likely to be bored with
their jobs, dislike their work or find their jobs uninteresting than teachers in small
schools. Teachers in small schools also reported that they are disappointed they ever
took the job at a higher level than did those teachers in small learning communities.
The results of the study show a significant difference between the small learning
community and small school models. There was a statistically significant difference on
the classroom management efficacy scale. Teachers in small learning communities
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reported a higher efficacy on the student management scale than did teachers in small
schools. A moderate, positive, statistically significant correlation between total
experience in education and job satisfaction were found among the teachers in the small
learning communities.
The study also examined the relationship among years of professional experience
to teachers’ perceptions of self-efficacy, collective efficacy, and jobs satisfaction in small
learning communities and small schools. Low and moderate statistically significant
positive correlations were found among the variables in the small learning communities.
Total experience was positively correlated with the student engagement subscale of self-
efficacy and job satisfaction, indicating that as total years of experience in education
increase, so do teachers’ perceptions of their efficacy in engaging students and in their
satisfaction with their job. The teachers’ experience in their current small learning
community was positively correlated with their perceptions of collective efficacy and
their sense ofjob satisfaction. No significant correlations were found among the
variables in the small schools.
The findings of the current study support the theories outlined in Chapter 3 of this
document. Based on the idea of social cognition, Bandura’s (1997) theory of self
efficacy states that teachers with high levels of self-efficacy tend to believe that the skills
they possess as instructors can encourage and create positive outcomes in the
performance of their students. Teachers in both transformation models reported having
the ability to engage students in classroom lessons and to convince students that they can
do well in school. In further support of Bandura’s theory that teacher self-efficacy beliefs
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correlate to effective decreased discipline issues, patterns in the findings suggested that
teachers in both transformation models are confident in their ability to put in place
effective classroom management strategies that provide clear expectations for student
behavior, which, in turn, decrease undesirable actions from students. Bandura’s
suggestion that high levels of teacher self-efficacy correlate with increased family
involvement is supported by this study as teachers in small learning communities
reported, at high levels, having the ability to assist families in helping their students to do
better in school.
Teacher collective efficacy focuses on the beliefs and efforts of the group (Viel
Ruma et al., 2010). Referring to the entire social system’s perception of its ability to
achieve desired outcomes, Bandura (1997) suggested that when teachers believe that the
entire staff can be successful, they will be more likely to continue their own personal
efforts to achieve success in the classroom (Viel-Ruma et al., 2010). The findings in this
study show that teachers in small learning communities and small schools report high
levels of collective efficacy. Viel-Ruma et al. (2010) conducted a study of teachers from
103 Italian junior high schools. Results of this study and the aforementioned study are
similar in that both studies indicated that both teacher self-efficacy and collective efficacy
have a direct relationship to job satisfaction.
The findings of this study further support prior research as teachers who reported
having high levels of self-efficacy and collective efficacy showed greater confidence in
their abilities to meet students’ needs as they appear committed to overall teaching and
learning. The current study’s findings mirror those of Ware and Kitsantis (2007) as they
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also attest that both collective and teacher efficacy predicted job commitment levels in
teachers. Findings of this study further support the theory outlined in the job
characteristics model (Hackman & Oldman, 1975) as teaching is an intrinsically
motivating professional that possesses these five core characteristics: (a) task identity,
(b) task significance, (c) skill variety, (d) autonomy, and (e) feedback. Hackman and
Oldman’s (1975) study stated that these core job characteristics lead to three critical
psychological states that include knowledge of results, meaningfulness of the work, and
responsibility of outcomes. The critical psychological states lead to outcomes such as job
satisfaction (Judge & Klinger, 2007). There appears to be a relationship between the
findings of high levels ofjob satisfaction in the current study to that of the job
characteristics model because teacher who responded reacted positively to self and
collective efficacy questions and these responses showed a strong relationship to positive
levels ofjob satisfaction.
Results of this study also support the findings of Thompson and Ongaga (2011)
that showed small learning communities provide favorable work environments with
greater opportunities for teacher collaboration and innovation. This collaboration
provided by the two high school transformation models addressed by this study can be
directly linked to the high levels of self-efficacy, collective efficacy, and job satisfaction
reported by study participants. Like the findings reported by Ayan and Kocacik (2010),
the current study showed a strong relationship between job satisfaction and efficacy in
work. This may be largely due to increased preparation time, smaller teaching loads, and
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increased involvement that affect teaching and student achievement, all factors that,
according to Ingersoll (2001), positively affect teacher j oh satisfaction.
Prior research by Klassen and Chiu (2010) examined relationships among
teachers’ years of experience and job satisfaction. In their study, nonlinear relationships
were shown in regards to teachers’ years of experience and job satisfaction. The current
study’s focus on small schools and teachers’ years of experience mirrors that of Kiassen
and Chiu’s (2010) study, as no statistical significance was found among the variables.
However, the current study shows low and moderate, statistically significant positive
correlations among the variables in the small learning communities indicating that as total
years of experience in education increase, so do teachers’ perceptions of their efficacy in
engaging students and in their satisfaction with their job.
Conclusions
While small schools and small learning communities operate similarly, teachers in
small learning communities reported a higher sense of effectiveness and a stronger sense
ofjob satisfaction than did teachers in small schools. Teachers in small learning
communities also reported having stronger classroom management skills, supporting the
idea that high efficacy teachers use classroom management approaches that keep students
on task more effectively (Klassen & Chiu, 2010). Based on the analysis of survey data
collect for this study, there was a clear relationship among the variables of teacher self
efficacy, collective efficacy, and job satisfaction reported by teachers in small learning
communities and small schools. Teachers who reported high levels of self and collective
efficacy reported high levels ofjob satisfaction and similarly teachers who reported
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moderate to low levels of self and collective efficacy reported levels ofjob satisfaction
that mirrored their efficacy responses.
The initial problem addressed by this study is the need for further research on how
these two transformation models have affected those who are front-line educators—
teachers. District administrators and policymakers can use the findings in this study to
create strategies and structure their schools to support gains in teacher self-efficacy and
collective efficacy. This will, in turn, according to this study, and those outlined in the
literature review, raise teacher job satisfaction. Just a few years ago, it was generalized
that district officials did not have the knowledge they needed to support teachers
adequately (Oxley & Kassissieh, 2008). The findings of this study can be used to provide
that much needed support. The results of this study are further validated by the
instruments used to produce the results as they have been deemed acceptable by prior
researchers.
Responses from the job satisfaction survey indicated that teachers in small
learning communities had a higher degree ofjob satisfaction than did teachers in small
schools. Teachers in small learning communities were more likely to disagree that they
were bored with or disliked their jobs than did teachers in small schools. This study
suggested that teachers in small learning communities feel more effective and a greater
sense ofjob satisfaction that those surveyed in small schools. Kiassen and Anderson
(2009) stated that job satisfaction is significantly related to a person’s decision to leave
(or never enter) teaching. Ayan and Kocacik (2010) found that job satisfaction plays an
important role in determining whether graduates remain in their chosen career fields.
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This may mean a decrease in attrition from educators in urban school districts that
have undergone high school transformation. Reduced turnover in urban school districts
may lead to increased student achievement and an increase in socioeconomic status for
urban school system graduates. This provides a positive outlook for districts, schools,
and students who face the challenges that large urban environments present. With
responses in small learning communities being somewhat more positive than were those
in small learning communities, leaders can use this study to explore what components of
the SLC model should be adopted by the small schools model to raise its levels of
efficacy and job satisfaction to a similar level.
Implications
Teachers with a high sense of self-efficacy and job satisfaction generally create a
classroom climate that is welcoming and supportive of student needs (Reyes et al., 2008).
A higher degree of personal self-efficacy contributes to increased confidence and
willingness to discuss their instructional programs and professional goals and to allow
parental input (Kiassen et a!., 2010). The high degree of teacher self-efficacy, collective
efficacy, and job satisfaction indicated by the responses from teachers in small learning
communities in the sample may lead to their increased willingness to persevere when
faced with challenges of working in inner-city school systems. However, persevering is
not enough; the real goal is empowering teachers who will ultimately make a positive
difference in these students’ lives.
The rationale of this study was to provide educational leaders and policymakers
with an assessment that determined levels of teacher self-efficacy, collective efficacy,
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and job satisfaction. With this evaluation in hand, these school administrators can
examine the data to create plans that seek to positively affect teacher self-efficacy,
collective efficacy, and job satisfaction in these transformation models. Findings from
this study may provide policymakers with an assessment of the components of these
transformation models that teachers find most satisfying. Future researchers of small
learning communities and small schools can use this study as a guide to examine other
variables related to small learning communities and small schools that may lead to further
improvements in implementing and managing these models.
Limitations of the Study
This study has limitations due to its moderately large geographical region and a
small sample size. The researcher being an employee at one of the subject schools is
considered a limitation as it relates to teacher participation and responses. An additional
limitation of the study was the degree of willingness of participants to respond accurately
and honestly, and to answer the surveys in their entirety.
Recommendations
Improving Administrative Practice
Many of the findings presented in this study can be used to improve
administrative practice at the building level. Considering that the relationship between
experience and job satisfaction was significant, school administrators must come to a
realization that they cannot wait for new teachers to gain five or more years of experience
before they begin to experience positive levels of self-efficacy and collective efficacy.
Mandatory teacher induction program at the school level can provide teachers that are
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new to education and those that are new to the school with a roadmap of success at
the building level. In this program, participating teachers can be paired with more
experienced mentor teachers that can introduce them to the school’s culture and climate
which will create a seamless transition for new teachers into the manner in which that
particular school works. These teacher induction programs can provide new teachers
with the opportunity to raise concerns about difficulties they may be facing in planning
affective lessons, meeting the needs of various learning styles and creating effective
classroom management plans. Teacher induction programs will also create positive
relationships among new and veteran teachers which will, in turn, encourage
collaboration and team work not only in the classroom but with other teacher duties and
responsibilities. With the use of frequent and meaningful professional development in
the areas of instructional design and implementation, new and more inexperienced
teachers can begin to feel more knowledgeable and confident about their pedagogical
practices. Teacher induction programs and other professional development opportunities
on and off campus will serve to raise teacher self-efficacy because teachers will be more
confident in their personal abilities to perform their duties, it will also raise collective
efficacy feelings because the relationships formed within these paradigms will cause all
parties to feel more confident in the entire faculty’s ability to perform work duties well.
With the findings showing a close relationship between efficacy and job satisfaction, the
implementation of these two valuable strategies will raise teacher efficacy, thereby
positively effecting job satisfaction among all teachers.
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Influencing Policy Review and Modification
One of the most interesting findings involved teachers from small learning
communities reporting the feeling of being disappointed that they ever took their jobs.
To educational leaders and policy makers this is a serious issue to address. If teachers are
loathing their jobs, one can assume that much of their performance is based on
compliance rather than commitment. Policy makers can use the components of the SLC
model to restructure the components that make up small schools in hopes that those
changes can positively affect efficacy and job satisfaction levels in small schools. Policy
makers could also consider adopting the SLC model in its entirety at all schools within
their districts. Studying the components of the SLC model closely through a mixed
method study could positively affect the variables researched in this study.
Suggested Future Research
It is the recommendation of the researcher that educational leaders and
policymakers take a closer look at the structure of the two transformation models and
complete further research to determine what can be done to raise the levels of teacher
efficacy, collective efficacy, and job satisfaction in small schools to mirror those
responses shared by teachers in small learning communities. I would also recommend
that further study be conducted to gain elaborate, specific responses from teachers in
small schools using a qualitative study to find out what aspects of their school model
cause them to feel more effective in their positions and satisfied with their jobs. Using
interviews as a vehicle of research will give educational leaders and policymakers the
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information they need to create and implement strategies in both transformation
models that would increase teacher self-efficacy, collective efficacy, and job satisfaction.
Urban school districts face various challenges when it comes to teaching and
learning, student achievement, socioeconomic status, parental and community
involvement. Without further knowledge of how administrative leadership styles affect
teacher self-efficacy, collective efficacy, and job satisfaction attrition of public school
teachers will likely occur. Greater knowledge of teacher self-efficacy, collective
efficacy, and job satisfaction could assist districts and schools in formulating and
atmosphere that fosters positive employee attitudes and student growth and development.
The current study did not concentrate on the teachers’ perception of each school’s
culture and climate. Additional knowledge could have been gained by including survey
questions that focused on teachers’ views of the school’s culture and climate. In
examining school culture, educational leaders and policy makers can create an
instructional culture where teachers share a clear vision of excellent instruction and assist
all teachers in reaching their full potential in the classroom. Further study in this area
could possibly aid in retaining more top teachers in urban school settings. Improvements
in school climate could also positively affect the variables of this study as educational
leaders explore ways of creating progressive discipline plans that not only punish and
redirect undesirable behaviors, but also rehabilitate these students so that those behaviors
will not reoccur in other environments around the school and the community. The
researcher could also explore the avenue of climate by including the views of community
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stakeholders such as parents, surrounding businesses, local political officials and
community residents.
Summary
Results of the study suggest that teachers in small learning communities have
higher levels of teacher self-efficacy, collective efficacy, and job satisfaction than do
those teachers employed in small schools. Responses from teacher surveys supported
prior research that there is a direct relationship between self-efficacy, collective efficacy,
and job satisfaction. Teachers, who feel they have the skills and abilities to do their job
well, generally display higher levels ofjob satisfaction than those who do not. The same
holds true when considering teachers with high or moderate to low feelings of collective
efficacy.
Recommendations for further research included a suggestion that further study be
conducted to single out characteristics of each transformation model that teachers feel are
most important so that educational leaders and policymakers can focus directly on them
to improve teacher job satisfaction in hopes of positively affecting student outcomes. It
was also suggested that administrative styles and the way they affect teacher efficacy and
job satisfaction be taken into consideration when measuring teacher job satisfaction in
small learning communities and small schools. Further study in this area will give
educational leaders at the building level an idea of what administrative style works best in
increasing teacher buy-in.
APPENDIX A
Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale
This questionnaire is designed to help us gain a better understanding of the kinds of things that create
difficulties for teachers in their school activities. Please indicate your opinion about each of the statements
below. Your answers are confidential.




How much can you do to get through to the most difficult students? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
How much can you do to help your students think critically? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
How much can you do to control disruptive behavior in the classroom? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
How much can you do to motivate students who show low interest in
schoolwork? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
To what extent can you make your expectations clear about student behavior? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
How much can you do to get students to believe they can do well in
schoolwork? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
How well can you respond to difficult questions from your students? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
How well can you establish routines to keep activities running smoothly? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
How much can you do to help your students value learning? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
How much can you gauge student comprehension of what you have taught? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
To what extent can you craft good questions for your students? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
How much can you do to foster student creativity? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
How much can you do to get children to follow classroom rules? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
How much can you do to improve the understanding of a student who is
failing? 123456789
How much can you do to calm a student who is disruptive or noisy? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
How well can you establish a management system with each group of students? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
How much can you do to adjust your lessons to the proper level for individual
students? 123456789
How much can you use a variety of assessment strategies? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
How well can you keep a few problem students from ruining an entire lesson? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
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To what extent can you provide an alternative explanation or example when
students are confused? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
How well can you respond to defiant students? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
How much can you assist families in helping their children do well in school? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
How well can you implement alternative strategies in your classroom? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
How well can you provide appropriate challenges for very capable students? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
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APPENDIX B
Collective Efficacy Scale (Form L)
Directions: Please indicate your level of agreement with each of the following statements about your
school from strongly disagree to strongly agree. Your answers are confidential.
strongly somewhat somewhat strongly
disagree disagree disagree agree agree agree
1 2 3 4 5 6
1. Teachers in the school are able to get through to the most difficult students. 1 2 3 4 5 6
2. Teachers here are confident they will be able to motivate their students. 1 2 3 4 5 6
3. *If a child doesn’t want to learn teachers here give up.L1 1 2 3 4 5 6
4. ~ here don’t have the skills needed to produce meaningful
student learning. 1 2 3 4 5 6
5. If a child doesn’t learn something the first time teachers will try another way. 1 2 3 4 5 6
6. Teachers in this school are skilled in various methods of teaching. 1 2 3 4 5 6
7. Teacher here are well-prepared to teach the subjects they are assigned
toteach. 1 2 3 4 5 6
8. *Teachers here fail to reach some students because of poor teaching methods. 1 2 3 4 5 6
9. Teachers in this school have what it takes to get the children to learn. 1 2 3 4 5 6
10. *The lack of instructional materials and supplies makes teaching
very difficult. 1 2 3 4 5 6
11. *Teachers in this school do not have the skills to deal with student
disciplinary problems. 1 2 3 4 5 6
12. *Teachers in this school think there are some students that no one can reach. 1 2 3 4 5 6
13. The quality of school facilities here really facilitates the teaching and
learning process. 1 2 3 4 5 6
14. The students here come in with so many advantages they are bound to learn. 1 2 3 4 5 6
15. These students come to school ready to learn. 1 2 3 4 5 6
16. *Dmgs and alcohol abuse in the community make learning difficult for
students here. 1 2 3 4 5 6
17. The opportunities in this community help ensure that these students
willlearn. 1 2 3 4 5 6
18. *Students here just aren’t motivated to learn. 1 2 3 4 5 6
19. *Learning is more difficult at this school because students are worried
about their safety. 1 2 3 4 5 6
20. *Teachers here need more training to know how to deal with these students. 1 2 3 4 5 6
21. Teachers in this school truly believe every child can learn. 1 2 3 4 5 6
*Reverse scored items
(Copyright © Goddard & Hoy, 2003)
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APPENDIX C
Brayfield-Rothe Job Satisfaction Scale
Strongly Strongly
Disagree Disagree Undecided Agree Agree
1 2 3 4 5
1. My job is interesting enough to keep me from getting bored.
2. *My friends seem more interested in their jobs than I am.
3. I consider my job pleasant.
4. *1 am often bored with my job.
5. I feel satisfied with my job.
6. *Most of the time, I have to force myself to go to work.
7. *1 definitely dislike my work.
8. I feel happier in my work than most other people.
9. Most days I am enthusiastic about my work.
10. *Each day of work seems like it will never end.
11. I like my job better than the average worker does.
12. *My job is uninteresting.
13. I find real enjoyment in my work.
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